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I NTRODUCTION. 



So much 1ms been lately writtGii on the sub- 
ject of Slavery, that it would appear to the dis- 
interested observer that nothing new or addi- 
tional can be added; still, after all that has been 
written and aaic', there are some points which 
have been to a great extent overlooked by 
those who have undertaken to discuss the sub- 
ject. A few writers have attempted to write 
in the proper spirit ; to appeal to the propei' 
authority ; but this class have taken it for grant- 
ed that the relation is politically right, without 
examining carefully into the true or moral re- 
lation of Master and Slave. In consequence of 
this, many important questions have been left 
without any other consideration than a mere 
passing remark, thus leaving the real difSculty 
imremoved from the mind of the candid in- 
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quirer after truth. Another class of writers 
and declaimers, have assumed that the relation 
is morally and politically wrong — sinful in it- 
self; and from this view of the subject have 
denounced, in the very worst terms, not only 
the system as a gigantic wrong, but that those 
who sustain the relation of a Master, are un- 
mitigated tyrants, unworthy of respect among 
civiJized men, and beyond the covenanted mer- 
cies of God. With this class of writers and 
declaimers we have no controversy; their per- 
ceptions are all darkened ; they look at all things 
pertaining to the subject through a false me- 
dium. On the minds of such men, the clearest 
logical demonstration falls utterly powerless; 
the brightest light has the same effect on their 
vision, as it has on that of a bat — that is, it only 
makes them blindcjr. , If they should ever see 
the error of their way, the. conviction must be 
produced by a highi'i- power than that of man. 
We may, however, occasionally notice the posi- 
tion and arguments of respectable writers on the 
•other side: but still, it is not our main object 
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in writing on this much mooted poiiit. We 
wish to write a few i)lain things for the lienofifc 
of plain and common people, and especially to 
discuss the question, "Is Slavery sinful in itself?"' 
{per se.) This is the point that one class of 
writers take for granted as being right; the 
other- class assume that it is wrong; and hence, 
the honest inquirer is left in doubt after he has 
waded thi-ough works and speeches on both 
sides of the question. The stability of our re- 
publican institutions is threatened by the contin- 
ual and an gr J' discussions on this Slavery ques- 
tion ; and while tliere are many, both at the 
North and at the SoifUi, who would be glad to 
seize oh any pretext to pull down the fair tem- 
ple of liberty, we are fully satisfied that there 
is a large number, mere particularly at the 
North, who would be more hearty in their co- 
operation in maintaining the Constitution of 
their country, if they were folly and conscieut 
tiously fTcitisfied that it did not uphold and 
legalize a moral -wrong. Many ways and means 
have been suggested and adopted to bring the 
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ceaseless agitation of this question to an end, 
but ivitlioufc many bright prospects of success. 
'The cloudg still hover around the political 
horizon, and the muUerings of the distant 
thunder indicate and tell too plainly that the 
•storm is only gathering new strength to burst 
with renewed fury, The real difficulty of 
maintaining quiet on this subject lies fav deeper 
than most of men are willing to admit; it lies 
in the conscience of men ; it is not so much in 
head as in heart. The whole truth on the sub- 
ject may be expressed in a few words. A large 
number of our brethren at^he North are con- 
Bcientiously opposed to Slavery ; their opposition 
arises from principle, but they are living under 
ft social compact — the Constitution— rAvhich they 
believe sanctions a great wrong in sustaining it ; 
they believe they are doing wrong. It is natirral, 
it is right for every man to free himself as soon as 
possible, and by proper means, from all unlaw- 
ful contracts. Now if we cau succeed in con- 
vincing our Northern brethren that they are 
mot doing wrong in maintaining the Constitu- 
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tion — in other words, that it does not i)rotoct a 
system sinful in itself, then we will have attained 
our end. There may he a possibility that tjio 
system is right, and that those who carry their 
opposition to such an extent as will result in 
much greater evils, may bo wrong. This is the 
point to be examined. In pursuing our object, 
it will be necessary to have a standard to which' 
we can apj)eal; sora6 rule by which all ques- 
tions of social and personal duty must be tried.. 
This will lead to an examination of the Scriptures- 
upon the question at issue ; an examination of" 
the "higher law;" the relation of Church 
and State ; what we owe to God, and what is- 
due to human authority; when it is right to obey 
God rather than men, and many other questions- 
in which political .theologians lead their ad- 
mirers astray. These things must be examined; 
into first. Then the foundation of all the re- 
lations of life, such as husband and wife, pa- 
rent and child, ruler and ruled, citizen of the^ 
country and member of Christ's Church, Master 
and Slave. We will touch briefly on the origin 
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of servitude, the order that characterizes all of 
God's works, and that His M ord, or His com- 
mandments, laws or whatever wo may cp.11 thera, 
are made to suit the varied relations which men 
sustain to them and to each other in their va- 
rious relations and capacitie?!. We may em- 
brace some other topics in a general way, but 
our main design is to reach the question, "Is 
Slavery sinful in itself?" That it may be con- 
ducted in "meekness of wisdom,'' produce, 
peace, remove doubt from the minds of lovers 
of their God and country, and increase the 
happiness of both races, is our devout desire 
and humble prayer. 
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CHAPTER I. 

RULE OF FAITH AND PRACTICEJ. 

Man is a dependent being. He did not crd^ 
ate himself; his life is dependent on the will of* 
another. He must go out of himself for cora- 
plete happiness. Every human being comes in- 
to the world without knowledge. The senses 
gradually come into active operation ; that of 
hunger is probably the strongest that is felt for 
some time; the infant becomes a child, the 
child a boy, and the boy a man. Still, through 
all his years of growth, he is learning from the 
objects with which he is surrounded ; he gets a 
knowledge of natural things, that is, from those 
things which come within the range of his senses; 
but his duty to God and men must be learned from 
another source. This can only be learned from 
the Bible. Men have never learned anything; 
like correct views of their duty to God and to 
one another, in those countries where they are 
destitute of the light of divine revelation. 

B 
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Hence, it is only in Christian countries that men 
understand their relntion to each other. And 
in Christian lands where men refuse to take the 
Bible for their guide, they are constantly going 
astray; advocating error; propagating false 
systems of morals, and disturbing the peace of 
society by their wild speculative theories. 
Many, even in Christian lands, have adopted for 
the rule of their conduct, what is called utility 
or expediency ; but it is plain that this rule will 
be fluctuating ; there is very little certainty, 
when or where it should be applied ; what one 
man would consider right, another- would think 
a flagrant wrong; what one man would advocate 
as useful, another would oppose as highly injuri- 
ous ; what one would consider expedient, an- 
other would disapprove as very unwise. One 
man's knowledge is much more extensive and 
thorough than another's. The minds of no two 
men are exactly alike in all respects ; nor do 
two men always agree in every particular. From 
the great variety of mental ability, from 
the different degrees of knowledge, and from 
many other circumstances, it must be plain to 
the reader that the law founded on expediency 
or utility, would have to be varied in every in- 
stance of its application, to suit the capacities 
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and conditions of its subjects. The principle is 
self-destructive ; it would have to vary. But the 
idea of a law or standard, an authoritative rule 
of action, must be uniform^ or it becomes an 
excejMoii^ and not a general rule. In plain 
terms, every man's will would have to be his law, 
which would set every man at full liberty to do 
as he pleased, independent of his Maker. All 
nations have some standard by which they are 
governed in civil matters. The courts of justice 
are influenced by the decisions of past times; 
by the opinion of some distinguished jurist. 
The legislative body enacts rules or laws, to 
govern and direct the conduct of the citizen in 
his civil relations. The executive is governed 
by the decisions of the court. Good usage es- 
tablishes a certain manner of speaking, so that 
there is a rule or standard, that is final in all le- 
gislative, judicial, and linguistic controversies. 
There must also be a final arbiter to settle all 
disputes on moral and spiritual subjects, or it is 
not worth the time and labor to form an opin- 
ion, or a judgment on any question in morals. 

It is not necessary that we should pursue this 
subject any further, as all candid minds will see 
at once the importance of having something 
which we all recognize as authority. The Bible, 
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then, is orir standard ; to this we desire to bring 
all questions in morals ; by this we wish to try 
every relation in life ; by its teachings we are 
willing to abide, and by it to stand or fall. We 
appeal not to the prejudice, the passions or cor- 
rupt conscience of men ; for conscience cannot 
determine the moral quality of an action unless 
it have some rule by which to settle that point. 
' The conscience of the heathen do not rebuke 
them for murdering their infant offspring, or 
their parents, disabled by age ; while the Bible 
expressly says, "Thou shalt not kill." Neither 
do we recognize the principle of sincerity as the 
rule of correct action in morals. A man may 
be sincere, and prove it by murdering me. That 
does not make the action right. The heathen 
is sincere, no doubt, when he bows down and 
worships the idol ; but so far from making idola- 
try right, it only proves that the devotee vio- 
lates the first commandment of the moral law, 
"Thou shalt have no other Gods before me." 
Sincerity will not, then, do forthe rule ; a man 
may be sincere and yet be doing wrong. The 
motive may be bad and the action turn out 
good; but then the actor loses the approval of 
& clear conscience. To make an action good, 
the motive from which such action springs 
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must be in accordance with the revealed law of 
God, or it is of no value. We are, then, forced 
to the conclusion that the Bible, the whole 
Bible, and nothing but the Bible is the safe rule 
of action; and however we may attempt to 
conceal the fact, our practice is greatly influ- 
enced by our theoretical views of trnth, and 
our religious opinons control our actions to a 
much greater extent than we are willing to ad- 
mit. We then take the Bible — not a partizan 
view of it, but as a harmonious whole — as our 
chart and compass; believing, if we do not 
throw it overboard, it will conduct us safely in- 
to the haven of truth. To its sacred pages let us 
then repair to learn what duty God requires of 
us; what He has done for our race. Let us ex- 
amine with care, judge with coolness and im- 
partiality, study with patience and perseverance; 
but above all, bow with implicit reverence to 
the authority of God ; for He can never err while 
"there is not a just man on earth that liveth 
and sinncth not." "The human heart is deceit- 
ful above all things, and desperately wicked." 



B* 
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CHAPTER II. 

THE KELATION OF CniTROn AND STATE. 

The Jewish Disi)ensation was a theocracy; 
that is, Jehovah was the head of the State., as 
well as the Lord of tlie conscience. From this 
circumstance, idolatry was punished by the civil 
magisti'ate, because it involved treason against 
the reigning sovereign. (See Deut. xiii: 6, 8, 9.) 
" If thy brother, the sou of thy mother, or thy 
son, or thy daughter, or the wife of thy bosom, 
or thy friend which is as thine own soul, entice 
thee, saying, Let us go and serve other gods — 
thou shalt not consent unto him; neither shall 
thine eye pity him, neither shalt thou spare, 
neither shalt thou conceal him ; but thou shalt 
surely kill him ; • thy hand shall be first upon 
him to put him to death, and afterward all the 
people.^' God often inflicted severe punishment 
Dn the Jews for the sin of idolatry, by giving 
them up to the power and dominion of the 
heathen, by whom they were surrounded. 

When Christ came, he fulfilled all the pro- 
phecies, concerning the Messiah, contained in 
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the Old Testament. He removed the ceremonial 
part of the Mosaic law by his death, and estab- 
lished plain, simple, and spiritual ordinances in 
their place; The theocracy of the J ewish dis- 
pensation passed away ; and Christ, as the great 
law-giver of the world, separated between the 
civil and ecclesiastical powers, and pointed out, 
by his word, teaching, and example, the appro- 
priate province of each. The great principle 
of Christianity, as unfolded and explained by 
Chi'ist, is : Non-interference in jyoUtics on the 
part of the 7ninistcrs of his f/ospel^ and obedi- 
ence to the civil authorities und<ir tcJiich his 
followers live. To his teachings let us now 
appeal; to his perfect example let us look, in 
order that we may have clear and scriptural 
views of our relations to God, as the moral and 
responsible beings of his righteous government, 
and also, that we may learn clearly what duties 
we owe, as Christians, to the civil authorities 
under which we live. 

We will begin with civil duties, as the honor, 
reverence, worship, and obedience which we 
owe to God, fall more naturally and clearly 
under the teachings of theological and moral 
science. What, then, are the great principles 
taught by Christ, touching the relation of 
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Church and State? He recognized the prin- 
<5iple that civil courts are to settle, between 
citizens, all disputes about property. We are 
informed by Luke (xii: 13, 14) that "one of 
the company said unto him, Master, speak to 
my brother, that he may divide the inheei- 
TANCE with me." Here, then, the question of 
settling the rights of property was fairly and 
plainly presented to Christ for his decision. A 
man, in a public company, requests that he may 
interpose his authority, as a teacher and pro- 
phet, to make his brother give him that part of 
the propert}-- to which he feels that he is justly 
entitled. Does the Saviour turn aside from his 
business to decide the matter between the dis- 
putants ? jN"o ; but replies by asking the ques- 
tion, " Man, who made me a judge or divider 
oyer you ?" Who made me a judge to decide 
civil causes ? Who appointed me an umpire to 
<livide inheritances ? This is not the object of 
my mission into the world. I did not come to 
take the civil magistrate's ofBce out of his 
hands. " My kingdom is not of this world." 
(John xviii : 33-36.) The note of Beza on this 
passage is so appropriate, tliat we give it at 
length : " Christ would not, for three causes, 
be a judge to divide inlieritances. First, for 
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that he would not cherish the carnal opinion 
which the Jews had of the Messiah. Secondly, 
for that he would distinguish the civil govern- 
ment from the ecclesiastical. Thirdly, to teach 
us to beware of them which abuse the show of 
the gospel, and also the name of ministers, to 
their own private advantage." Dr. Whitty 
makes the following remark on this passage — 
viz : " It is probable that Christ refused to take 
this office upon him, . . . chiefly because he had 
but little time remaining, which he could better 
spend in dividing to them the word of life, and 
promoting their eternal interest." Dr. Scott 
says of this comment of Dr. Whitty's : " This 
reason is at least very forcible, in all similar 
cases, with ministers of the gospel, if they duly 
consider the sho' 3ss and uncertainty of life, 
the state of the \y «ji d, the worth of souls, and 
the immense importance and arduousness of 
their work." 

We have given these extracts to show that 
one interpretation of this important event in 
the life of Christ is not singular, but has been 
the view taken by the best Biblical scholars. 
Beza, however, gives the clearest view of the 
passage. " The carnal opinion which the Jews 
had of the Messiah," mentioned by him, was 
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that the Messiah would appear as a great tem- 
poral prince, deliver them from the civil do- 
minion of the Romans, establish his throne in 
Jerusalem, as the capital of his earthly king- 
dom, and raise them to a degree of splendor 
and power far beyond anything they had seen 
in the palmiest days of David and Solomon. 
It was evidently this belief of the nature of 
Christ's mission which prompted the mother of 
Zebedee's children to make the singular request 
of him, as narrated in Matthew xx: 20-29. 
The favor asked was that her two sons might 
sit, the one on his right hand and the other on 
his loft, in his kingdom. The same opinion, the 
temporal kingdom of Christ, with places of 
honor and profit, was in the minds of the two 
disciples on the morning of his resurrection, as 
they were going to Emraaus ; they were sad, 
but the cause of that sadness is clearly devel- 
oped in the declaration of one of them to Jesus, 
" We trusted that it had been he which should 
have redeemed Israel." 

These passages show the expectations of the 
Jews about the temporal nature of his kingdom. 
That he did not encourage this view, may be 
Been by the reader referring to Matthew xx: 
20-27 ; and Luke xxiv: 13-31 ; and John xviii: 
33-36. 
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Christ also clearly distinguished between the 
duties we owe to God and civil rulers. It can- 
not be plead in favor of State establishments, 
that such an amalgamation of religion and poli- 
tics is countenanced by the example of Christ, 
from the fact that he paid the temple-tax when 
demanded by the proper person. The Jewish 
dispensation had not then closed ; all the cere^ 
monies of the Mosaic ritual were still in opera- 
tion. It was one object of Christ's mission 
"to fulfill all rigjhteousness : " that is, to con- 
form to every part of the law. The theocracy 
had not come to an end : Jehovah was still the 
recognized head of the State, as well as the ob- 
ject of true worship. If we keep this last fact 
in view, we can see the beauty and force of the 
Saviour's argument that " the children are 
free ; " that is, exempt from supporting the 
government by pecuniary aid. "And when 
they were come to Capernaum, they that re- 
ceived tribute-money came to Peter and said. 
Doth not your master pay tribute ? He saith, 
Yes. And when he was come into the house, 
Jesus prevented him, saying, Simon, of whom 
do the kings of the earth take custom or tri- 
bute? Of their own children or strangers? 
Peter saith unto him, Of strangers. Then are 
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the children free." (Matt, xvii : 24-26.) His 
argument is this: Kings of the earth do not 
take tribute of their own children, but of their 
subjects. "I am the Son of God — the civil 
ruler of the Jews ; therefore, I am not bound 
to pay tribute." He argued that he was ex- 
empt from paying the temple-tax, not because 
he was the son of Ca3sar, but because he was 
the Son of God. Lest any should take excep- 
tions to his refusal to pay, he waives this privi- 
lege of exemption ; but, having no money, he 
ordered Peter to go to the sea, which was close 
by, and cast in his hook, and in the mouth ot 
the first fish which he caught, he would find a 
shekel — enough to pay them both. "Notwith- 
standing, lest we should offend them, go thou 
to the sea, and cast an hook, and take up the 
fish that first coraeth up; and when thou hast 
opened his mouth, thou shalt find a piece of 
money: that take and give unto them for me 
and thee." (Matt, xvii : 21.) " By which ex- 
ample Christ teacheth us to avoid the scandal 
and sinister suspicions of men, though they be 
groundless, with some detriment to ourselves — 
especially when we have not means to convince 
thera." * When, however, the question of pay- 
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ing: tribute to the civil ruler of the country was 

O *■' 

pi'esented to him, he gave a dittereiit answer. 
The Pharisees and Herodians asked him the 
question, and desired an answer : " Tell us, 
therefore, what thinkcst thou ? Is it lawful to 
gixQ tribute unto Cjesar or not V He per 
ceived their wickedness, and said, Why tempt 
ye me, ye hypocrites ? . . . Tie said unto them, 
Uendor unto Ca>sar the things which areC:vsar-s, 
and unto God the things that are God's." 
(Matt, xxii: 17-21.) To understand the ques- 
tion here propounded, we must look at the 
character of those who asked it. It is stated 
by the sacred historian, (vs. 15, 10,) that the 
Pharisees "sent out unto him (Christ) their 
disci2>les with the Herodians.'- These two sects 
were of different opinions on the controverted 
point of paying tribute to the Roman emperor. 
Tlie Pliarisees inferred from the law of Moses. 
(Deut. xvii: 15,) — "Thou shalt in any wise set 
him (a king) over thee whom the Lord thy God 
shall choose ; one from among thy brethren 
slialt thou set king over thee : thou mayst not 
set a STRAXciEU over thee which is not thy bro- 
ther" — that it was unlawful to pay tribute to 
the Romans, though forcibly reduced to sub- 
jection under them. This view of the matter 
(J 
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suited the rebellious and refractory nature of 
the Jewish people, and was the more popiilai* 
doctrine. The Herodians took their name from 
the fact that they were strongly attached to the 
interests of Herod's family. Tlicy were strongly 
tinctured with infidelity; made their professiotk 
of religion subservient to their political inter- 
ests. Hence, they thought that it was riglit to- 
pay the tribute to Civsar. The design was to- 
get Christ to settle the dispute between them,, 
and thereby ensnare him. Had he given his 
opinion on the side of the Pharisees, then the- 
Herodians would have accused and delivered 
him to Pilate, the Roman governor, to be 
treated as a rebel or traitor. Had he given his 
opinion simply to pay tribute to Ciesar, then the- 
Pharisees would have accused him, before the 
people, as being an enemy to their civil liberties, 
and teaching contrarv to the law of Closes, and 
requiring passive obedience to the heathen 
magistrates. They evidently supposed that it 
was impossible for him to answer their question 
Avithout encountering a serious difficiilty. Christ 
gave them to understand that he was fully 
aware of their designs. " He perceived their 
wickedness;" yet he chose to answer their in- 
quiry, as an important principle was to be en- 
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•grafted on his reply. " Having, therefore, 
obtained the coin in which the tribute was paid, 
■and drawn them to acknowledge tliat it was 
stamped with Caesar's imago and name, he ta- 
citly inferred that Caesar was the civil ruler to 
whom God had subjected them ; and, therefore, 
as they derived the protection and the benefits 
of the magistracy from him — of which fact the 
•circulation and currency of his coinage was an 
evidence — they were not only allowed, but re- 
quired, to render to him both tribute and civil 
honor and obedience. At the same time, they 
must render to God that honor, love, worship, 
and service, which his commandments claimed, 
and which were justly due to him ; and must 
not disobey him out of regard to any earthly 
sovereign. His answer condemned equally the 
refractory spirit of the Pharisees, who scrupled 
•obedience to the Roman emperors, under pre- 
tence of religion, and the time-serving Herod- 
ians, who made a compliment of their religion 
to their prince, and conformed to many heathen 
customs to please him ; and it is, moreover, of 
universal application and replete with practical 
instruction."* "Christians must obey their 
magistrates, although they be wicked and ex- 

* Scott. 
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tortioners, but so . . . that the authority of God 
may remain safe to him, and his honor be not 
diminished."t Tliese extracts contain tlie proper 
principles on whicli Christians are to rjt — viz: 
To honor, obey, and respect the civil authority 
under whicli their lot, in the providence of God, 
is cast. The otlier parts of the Bible are in 
harmonv with the teachings of Christ. 

First, civil government is a divine institution, 
that is, it is the will of God that it should exist. 

Let every soul be subject unto the higher pow- 
ers, for there is no power but of God ; tlio i)Owers 
that be are ordained of God.*' (Rom. xiii: 1.) 

Secondly, while government is of Clod, the 
form of it is of men. The Scripture no where 
enjoins it on men to have ojic and oidy one form 
of civil government. The same kind of civil 
government will not suit every community; but 
the Bible does lay down certain principles 
which are ajjplicable to rulers and subjects, un- 
der every form in whicli governments exist. 
That this position is the correct one, is plain 
from the varied teachings of the Xew Testa- 
ment, Christ taught civil obedience to Ca'sar, 
the emperor of the Roman Empire ; Paul recog- 
nizes the various forms of human government 
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when he " exiiorts that supplications, prayers, 
■and intercession ... be made for all men ; for 

KINGS, and ALL THAT ARE IN AUTHORITY." (I 

Tira. ii: 1, 2.) Peter in his lirst epistie, 2d chap- 
ter, endorses the position -when he says, verses 
13, 14, 17, "Submit yourselves to every ordi- 
nance of man, for the Lord's sake ; whether it 
be to the king as supreme, or unto governors, 
as unto them that are sent by him for the pun- 
ishment of evil doers, and for the praise of 
them that do well. " Honor the king." From 
the fact that the Jewish State was a theocracy, 
the civil magistrate had many rights in relation 
to religion under that dispensation, which have 
been repealed by the great law giver, Jesus 
Christ. It was necessary under that form of 
the Church and State, that the civil magistrate 
should be a member of the Church ; but this is 
not an essential qualification now, since Church 
and State are clearly separated ; still, it would 
be better if all, both rulers and ruled, were 
true Christians. Much information, and many 
and useful lessons might be learned by civil 
rulers of the present day, from a careful study 
of the lives of eminent men, whose lives and 
actions are recorded in the Bible. 

Thirdly, it is the duty of the civil authority 
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to punish evil-doers, and protect the sober and 
quiet citizens in the enjoyment of all civil rights 
granted by the constitution of the countrj^; not 
merely to tolartte, but to give full religious 
liberty to all those who contribute to its sup- 
port, obey its laws, and defend it against the at- 
tacks of hostile governments. From these prin- 
ciples naturally arise the inquiry, How far are 
Christians to obey civil authority V Hence Ave 
will now examine into the nature and extent of 
that obedience whicli the IJible commands us to 
render to our rulers. 

Fourthly, obedience to civil authority is limi- 
ted, and there are cases in which disobedience 
is a duty. This position is clear, from the very 
nature of civil government ; it being established 
for the benefit of those entering into the social 
compact. Rulers are " sent by Him (God) for 
the punishment of evil-doers, and for the j^raise 
of them that do well.'' When, therefore, the 
civil authority fail to punish crimes against the 
community, wlien it fails to carry out the pro- 
visions of tiie compact, when it refuses to pro- 
tect the good and obedient citiz-?n in his con- 
stitutional rights, it perverts the end of its or- 
ganization, aiul may be lawfully changed or 
modified so as to more effectually secure the 
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protection of the persons and pvopertj^ of those 
forming the compact. The ordinance of cwil 
government being of divine appointment, while 
t\\Qform is left to Inunan wisdom, a commmii- 
ty may change the form of their government 
from a monarchy to a representative, or an oli- 
garchy or limited monarchy, to any other form 
that they may deem best snited to their sitna- 
tion or circnmstancos, A monarchy may be 
best adapted to certain states of society ; a 
limited monarchy may suit another state, a 
government by the nobility may suit a third, 
and a representative or vepiiblican form may be 
best adapted to a fourth, so that whatever form 
IS adopted by the community in which we live, 
it certainly is the duty of every Christian to 
" obey the powers that be,*' " to submit to 
every ordinance of man for the Lord's sake," 
until that is changed or abolished by those who 
are governed. This obedience is limited by the 
M'ritten constitution of the country, or by 
known and established usage, or when the civil 
authority clearly transcends its authority and 
requires obedience to laws clearly at war with 
the revealed will of God. In the United States 
there can be but little difliculty in ascertaining 
what is the law of the land. The lecfislativr 
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body makes laws, and it is the duty of the judi- 
ciary to expound those laws, and whether they 
are constitutional or not. The Supreme court 
is a disinterested party, and when it decides de- 
liberately and settles some great constitutional 
question, then we doubt the piety of that man 
who sets up his individual opinion against it; 
but more especially is this wrong in the am- 
bassadors of Christ to be the "first to speak evil 
of the rulers of their people." These things ap- 
pear to be plain and easily understood by those 
who desire to know and do their duty toward 
the civil authorities of their country. There 
are cases, however, in which disobedience to civil 
authority is right; that is in accordance wit'i 
the teachings of the Bible. The first example 
of lisobedience to which we refer, was that of 
the midwives in refusing to execute the bloody 
and murderous command of Pharaoh, king of 
Egypt. (See Ex. i: lG-22.) "The king of Egypt 
spake to the Ilebre^r midwives: When ye do 
the office, a midwife to the Hebrew women. . .if 
it be a son, then ye shall kill him. But if it be a 
daughter, then she shall live; but the midwives 
feared God and did not as the king of Egypt 
commanded them, but saved the men children 
alive." They Avere right in thus refusing obe- 
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dienco, for the law of God says exprossl}', 
'■Thou shalt not kill." For this conscientious 
respect for the authority of God, they received 
the king's approval. There is a similar case re- 
corded, (Kings xxi: 5-15,) in Avhich disobediei\ce 
to the commands of tlio reigning sovereign 
would have been justifiable, but M here obedi- 
ence secured the murder of Naboth, a peaceful 
citizen, and the consequences were most disas- 
trous to Ahab, he being slain in battle and the 
dogs licking his blood in the same ])lace they 
had licked up the innocent blood of Naboth ; 
the dogs also eating the flesh of Jezebel who 
had been active in laying the plot to secure tlie 
death of Naboth. 

The second case of disobedience is that of 
Micaiah refusing to prophesy falsely, and thus 
flatter the ambitious designs of Ahab, his lawful 
sovereign. All tlic false prophets said to the 
king, "go up, for the Lord shall deliver it 
(Ramotli Gilead) into the hand of the king." 
Ahab not being fully satisfied in liis own mind, 
and at the request of Jehosephat, king of 
Judah, sent for Micaiah, but he was too true to 
the cause of truth to deceive the king; al- 
though he well knesv that he would sulFer for 
his faithfulness. Accordingly Ahab was en- 
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raged, and sent the true prophet back to the 
governor of the city witli the mandate, " Thus 
saith the king: Put this fellow in the prison 
and feed him with bread of affliction, and "witli 
water of affliction, till I come in peace." (See 
1 Kings, 22 cli. God requires of his ministers 
to speak his word oven to kings ; to make known 
his will to men, M'hether they will hear or 
whether they will forbear ; to make it dnown 
faithfully, and leave the consequences to Him in 
whose hand is the hearts of kings. The third 
case v.'C notice, will be found in the 6th chapter 
of Daniel. This decree involved the principle of 
pi'ohibiting the Avorship of the true God. Da- 
rius the king, under the influence of his chief 
men, signed a decree or law, " That whosoever 
shall ask a petition of any god or man, for 
thirty days, save of thee, O king, shall be cast 
into the den of lion^^." The desi^-n of the 
chief men in securing the passage of this law, 
Avas to entrap and destroy Daniel ; he, however, 
refused obedience to this unrighteous act, going 
regularly into his chamber three times a day, 
prayed, and gave thanks to his God, as he did 
aforetime." The attempt was made to inflict the 
penalty, but the "Lord sent his angel and 
stopped the mouths of the lions." He came ofl 



THE R.KLATIOX OF CHURCH AND STATE. 



35 



unhannecl, thus exemplifying tlic declaration, 
"Who shall harm yon if ye be followers of that 
which is good? (1 Pel. iii: 13.) This M'as in- 
terfering with the private worship of one of 
the best citizens of the kingdom, and expressly 
interfering with a matter over which civil rulers 
liave no control. Daniel's religious opinion and 
practice did not interfere with the discharge of 
his official duties, or render him a rebel in any 
Avay against the authority of the king. The 
law originated in envy, and ended in the destruc- 
tion of its unwise and rash authors. 

The fourth example, will be found in the 2d 
chapter of Daniel. Xebuchadnezzar, king of 
Babylon, seems to have conceived the absurd 
idea', so often advocated and acted upon since 
his day, of establishing imiformity in religious 
things by the force of law. The majority of 
his subjects were idolators, but in his conquests 
over the Jews, he had carried some of them as 
captives to Babylon, but they carried their re- 
ligion with them. Still, Avhile there was a va- 
riety of languages, nations, and people in his 
great empire, he wished to establish 07ie religion. 
Accordingly he erected a great image in the plain 
of Dura, and issued his royal mandate, that on 
the giving of a particular and public signal, all 
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peoples, nalions, and languages were rcquirecl 
to fall down and worship the golden hnage thut 
the king had set, Avith the penalty annexed, 
"Whoso falleth not down and worshipeth, shall 
the same hour be cast into the midst of a burn- 
ing fiery furnace." The signal was given, but 
the three Jews, Shadrach, Meshach and Abed- 
nego, refused obedience to the king's decree ; 
they were reported to his majesty, arraigned 
and condemned, but came oft' unharmed, and 
secured a law recognizing their God and respect 
for him. " Wherefore, I make a decree, that 
every people, nation, and language, which 
speak anything amiss against the God of Shad- 
rach, Meshach and Abednego, shall be cut in 
pieces, and their houses shall be made a dung- 
hill ; because there is no other God that can 
deliver after this sort." These three noble 
Jews refused obecl'.ence to. this decree, because it 
required them to violate the plain command- 
ments of God, viz: "Thou shalt have no other 
gods before me." And "Thou shalt not make 
unto thyself any graven Image ; thou shalt not 
bow down to them nor serve them," 

The last case which we refer to for an illus- 
tration of our proposition, is that of the in- 
spired apostles. They were preaching the doc- 
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trine of Christ^fl^tf^resurrectioii' i^^^ 
lifany of llie people believed and embraced the 
gospel as the trne system of religion, and tliat 
Jesus Christ was really what he claimed to be, 
the true Messiah. ThePhatisees were the great 
fona^ists of that day ; the zealots foi' the rites 
and ceremonies of; the Mosaic la^v; the Saddu- 
ceep were the ^raotical infidels ; they- rejected 
tte :iv% of the future exikence; of the soal&laiid 
homes of men in a glorified state ; tl^ey ^eni^d 
also the existence, of angels. The civil officers 
of the Jewish: nation, at ;the commencement of 
the New Tesfeiment Dispensation, were partly 
fi'opa both sects. The Phairisees were opposed 
to tbe spriead . of the gospel because they be- 
Ueyed^ .Chiist to be an imppstdrj the Sadducees 
opposed it because it taught the doctrine of the 
resurrection, which they did not believe. They 
united their authority to stop the apostles from 
preaching the gospel. They arrested, tiied and 
cotiidemaed them, and forbid them irom propaga- 
ting; the doctrine. To this unjust decree, the 
apostle refused to yield obedience. The civil 
rulers " comnianded them (the apoetles) not to 
speak at all, not teach in the iiaine of J^sus; but 
Peter arid John answered a,rid said imto them, 
Whether it be right in the sight of God to 
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hearken unto you more than unto God, judge ye^ 
(Acts iv: 18-19). Here, then, was a ease in 
which they were to obey God rather than men. 

These examples will suffice to show in what 
cases Christians are justifiable in refusing obedi- 
ence to the decrees of civil rulers. The cases 
we hare enumerated involve the following" 
points, viz: Murder, lying or refusing ta 
prophesy falsely, refusing to worship idols, try- 
ing to forbid or prevent the private worship of 
God, and to prevent the preaching of an impor- 
tant doctrine of the gospel. 

In all these cases, however, there is one re- 
markable trait of uniformity in those who re- 
fused obedience, viz: They simply refused 
compliance with these unjust laws or command- 
ments ; left their cause in the hands of Him "who 
judgeth righteously." They did not revile 
or abuse the rulers; but bore patiently the 
punishment they inflicted, and in every instance 
they conquered by their meek and patient suf- 
forings. The general principle may be dra\vn 
from these things, that we are, as Christians, 
bound to obey the "powers that be," unless 
they require of us something that is plainly and 
without dispute, contrary to the revealed will of 
God. Not every, imaginary hobby will justify 
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-disobedience to civil authority. All abuse, or 
reviling of the rulers of our people is condemned 
by both the letter and spirit of true Christi- 
anity. Obedience to an unjust law is frequently 
the best way to destroy its effect, or to obtain its 
repeal. Civil rulers, although they may not 
be religious men, are greatly influenced by the 
exhibition of a proper Christian spirit. They 
highly respect the Christian character and con- 
sistent piety of those over whom they rule. 
While it is a principle of human nature, in its 
corrupt state, that it loves opposition in order 
to justify its errors, if it meets with no oppo- 
sition, then it frequently become;? ashamed of its 
errors and cheerfully corrects them. We think 
these observations are justified by every man who 
lias been a close observer of mon and things. 
" Let your moderation be known to all men," 
lis an exhortation which should be praticed by all 
■Christians. 

In the preceding portion of this chapter, we 
have pointed out and established the following 
propositions, as containing the true scriptui'al 
-doctrine of the nature, source^ and extent of 
oivil authority. We will embody these points 
in a few short axioms, so that the reader may 
have a compendium or short summary, by 
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which he will be enabled to take in at a glance 
the teachings of the Bible on this point, and 
easily retain them in his meraoiy. 

First, there was a union of Church and State, 
under the Old Testament dispensation. There 
was uniformity of faith among the Jews, only 
when they departed from the faith of their 
fathers and went and worshipped idols. 

From this union of Church and State, the civil 
magistrate had considerable power over the 
matters of religion. 

Secondly, That economy passed away with 
the obedience and death of Christ ; He being the 
law-giver of his church, separated the civil and 
political authorities, and established the great 
principle of non-interference "with the forms 
of human government he found established. 
From an oversight of this great principle, from 
often making attempts to establish a theocracy 
to unite Church and State, under the New Tes- 
tament dispensation, have originated most of 
the great errors and wrongs, with which our 
world has been cursed. There are several es- 
sential errors, and those of great consequence, 
growing out of wrong views of this subject. 
The union of Church and State, leads to the idea 
at once, that it may work well and go on with- 
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out any jarring of the parts. There must be 
uniformity of religious opinions. This drives 
the conscientious dissenter from taking any 
part or interest in the affairs of his government; 
because a man must first adopt the peculiar creed 
of the State before he is eligible to office in the 
State. It has, in all Popish countries led, and 
will lead even in some Protestant States, to the 
abominable doctrine of persecution for con- 
science sake. The fact that a king, emperor, or 
any other great civil dignitary, is converted and 
professes the name of Christ and unites with his 
church, no more gives such a dignitary the right 
to dictate, or regulate the spiritual affairs of 
the Church, than any foreigner coming into that 
king or emperor's dominions, and adopting or 
embracing the civil laws of the land, would 
give him the right to usurp the authority of 
the king. The cases are similar. The king 
would tell such a foreigner, that the mere fact of 
his coming into his State and adopting its laws 
and customs, gave him no right to the throne. 
This would be true ; but it is equally true that 
the king has no more power in the church, than 
any common layman. He is supreme in civil 
affairs, but he is inferior to Christ's lawful min- 
isters in the church. Honor and respect is due 
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to every one in his proper station. Probably 
the Christian church never was injured more 
than by the convei'sion of Constantino the 
Great. He immediately assumed the leadship 
of the church, as he was of the State ; divided 
off his empire into religious, as well as civil 
provinces or districts; appointed religious of- 
ficers over them as he did over the civil districts; 
and here, no doubt, originated that great and 
unscriptural system, called diocesian episcopacy. 
The Romish hierarchy was modeled after the 
same plan, and the oppressions, the disabilities, 
the persecutions, the blood-shed, the martyr- 
doms, and other evils which have grownup as 
the legitimate fruit of this spiritual boa-upas, 
united and backed by the sword of civil power, 
have shaded the world in darkness for more than 
one thousand years, and still retards and clogs 
the wheels of civilization, and carries confusion 
and mysticism in its mongrel train. So much 
for erroneous theories of Church and State imi- 
ted. Let each be snijreme in its own legiti- 
mate sphere. The church is a divine institution. 
Her mission is to deal with the spiritual inter- 
ests of men ; to preach Christ crucified to a lost 
woi'ld; to send the Bible in the native tongue of 
every peo])le among them ; make known the 
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way of salvation ; to expound the will of God ; 
teach men their duties in the various relations 
they sustain to each other in life; and enfoi'ce 
those duties and obedience to whom, as Chris- 
tians and men, they owe respect, by proper mo- 
tives. Physical force is not allowable by the 
Bible. The weapons of our warfare, are not 
carnal, but spiritual. " My kingdom is not of 
this world ; if my kingdom were of this world, 
then would my servant fight, that I should not 
be delivered to the Jews, but now is my king- 
dom not from hence." (J ohn xviii: 36.) "Put 
up again thy sword into his place ; for all they 
that take the sword, shall perish with the sword." 
(Math, xxvi: 52.). This denoted that those 
who are prompt to fight and avenge their own 
cause, only bring mischief and death on them- 
selves, The history of the church for eighteen 
<;enturies, has exemplified that this truth was 
particularly designed for her benefit. When- 
ever she has closely adhered to her instructions, 
followed closely her own proper calling, she has 
]>i*ospered, honored by God, and respected by 
men. But whenever she has turned aside from 
her spiritual mission, she has been forsaken of 
God, and cursed by men. 
We have shown that Christians are allowed 
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to disobey the unscriptural commancls of civil 
rulers ; but this does not prove that it is right 
to use swords and rifles in defending our imasri- 
nary wrongs. It was mainly owing to the use 
of the sword in the defence of their principles, 
that the Huguenots w^ere driven from France, 
and the great Eeformation proved an almost to- 
tal failure in that country. Men have their 
appropriate spheres; they sustain different re- 
lations in life. As Christians/, they are bound 
to obey the revealed will of their Master ; as 
citizens of civil society, and members of the 
body politic, they may engage with their 
swords in the defence of civil liberty; but their 
sword in defence of their religious liberty is 
not of steel, but the truth of GocPs word. 
There are cases in which the civil and ecclesias- 
tical powers will come in conflict, because there 
are certain things which have a moral and politi- 
cal aspect. For instance, the matter of mar- 
riage is a relation having both a moral and po- 
litical side. Marriage between near relations 
is immoral and wrong; marrying more than one 
wife is contrary to the teachings of the Bible, 
tlierefore, the officers of the church have scrip- 
tural authority to exclude from the church in- 
cestuous persons and polygamists. The civil au- 
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thorities liave a right to ptmish such offences ; 
Tbeo.ause they interfere with, and disturb the 
peace, purity and happiness of civilized com- 
munities. This involves an important question 
now before our country's civil jurisdiction. 

We refer to the Mornipns, settled on our 
Western .frontier. They are heathens. They 
pretend that they are the only true Christians; 
yet reject Christ and the Bible ; expecting to 
be raised from the dead by their pretended 
prophet, Joe Smith. They are polygamists. 
This is about all the religion, or rather irreligion 
they have. They reject the laws and repudiate 
the Constitution of the United States; and 
hence, we can only invite them civilly to con- 
form to the laws of the land, adopt our consti- 
tution, or in case they fail to comply, invite them 
to leave our territory. In case they refuse to 
do this, we must employ the resources of the 
nation in confining them to a particular locality, 
or send them out by force. The whole matter 
clearly comes within the jurisdiction of the ci- 
vil authority of our nation. The Church of 
Christ has nothing to do with them. They are 
excluded, so long as they continue what they 
are. But we will probably resume this point in 
a future chapter. 
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There can be but little practical difficulty in 
settling the px-oper bounds of civil and eccle- 
siastical authority, where men possess the true 
spirit of Christ. The great difficulty arises from 
wicked, unconverted, ungodly and ambitious 
men entering the ministry of the Church, for 
the sake of promoting or carrying out their 
wicked plans, or gratifying their love of pow- 
er. So long as men remain what they are, such 
things will happen. Still, civil society is neces- 
sary, and we cannot dispense with it because 
there are a few thieves, murderers and forgers 
in our midst, and because one of these unprinci- 
pled villains get into some office of iionov and 
profit. Neither can we dispense with the 
Church, because there occasionally appears a 
man bearing the name and external appearanct 
of a minister of Jesus; while it is plain that 
he has mistaken the place to which he belongs* 
and is really serving the enemy of all good, in- 
stead of the King of Peace. Both will con- 
tinue to the end of time, or as long as men are 
<;orrupt in heart and wrong in practice. If all 
men were really Christians, not nominally so, 
then there would be no necessity for courts, 
jails, penitentiaries, or even laws of any' kind to 
protect the person and property of others. The 
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State, then, in fine, protects the person and prop- 
erty of all her citizens ; secures to them the 
enjoyment of all their constitutional rights; 
protects Christians in the enjoyment of their 
religious rights; makes laws to protect the good 
and to punish evil-doers. The Church sustains 
her ministry to expound the Bible, to teach her 
members what are their duties, not only as 
Christians, but as citizens ; to point out the na- 
ture and extent of their obligations to the State, 
and the proper motives from which obedience 
to the powers that be are to be derived; the 
consequences of disobedieno?, and disgrace and 
infamy thr <3h a course bi'ings on true piety. 
Human go . ..ument is an ordinance of divine 
appointment ; so is the Church an institution of 
divine authority, having the Bible for her stat 
ute book, and her great King, for her example. 
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CHAFFER III; 

SUBORDINATION, OE OKDEK IS ALL GOD'S WOSKS, 

A system of completo equality does tiot seem 

to lie in accordance with tlie providence of 

God, or with the Bible. Though not a scrip- 

tursd expression, still it is in harmony both Srith 

Providence and Soripture, ithat 

*' Order is Heaven's first law ; and this confessed, 
Some must and, will be greater than the rest." ■ -■' 

If we commence the examinatidn, and go 

through -with the angelic, animal and vegetable' 

kingdoms, we •will find thiafi a gradation runs 

through each class, from the highest to the 

lowest. Mntualdependence of all God's works, 

forms the harmony of the universe. The great 

Jehovah stands as the self-existent and mighty 

Creator of all things. He has no equal; in 

Him all things live and- move and have their 

being. To Him all created beings owei every 

poweiVOJ^ capacity of enjoyment which they. 

severally possess. He has ■ adjusted all the 

parts of his works in such a mdnner that there 
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is a regular gradation from the liighest Arch- 
Angel, down to the lowest worm of the dust. 
We read of "Michael the Arch- Angel." ( Jude 
9 eh. ) Christ will descend to raise the dead 
and judge the world. "With a shout, with 
the voice of the Arch-Angel, and with the 
trump of God." (1st Thes. iv: 16.) Angels 
are often alluded to, in . various parts of the 
Bible. Again, the Apostle speaking of this 
difference among the angels, describes them 
as consisting of thrones, dominions, principali- 
ties and powers. There are cherubim and 
seraphim. These things show that there is 
gradation among the Angels. When we 
look at the material parts of the w-orld, we 
find that the sun differs from the moon, in 
brightness and size; that one star "differeth 
from another star in glory," brilliancy or size. 
Descending to the vegetable kingdom, we find 
that there is a w^ id^ difference between the 
stately " cedar of Lebanon, and the small hysop 
that sjn-ingeth out of tliewall;" between the 
majestic oak, the giant of the forest, and the 
slender grass that grows at its root. The feath- 
ered tribe furnishes the same wide variety, 
from the great eagle, the bird of liberty, dowMi 
to the little and almost insignificant huraminir 

E 
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bird. So also among the fishes, from the mon- 
ster wliale, that makes the great sea hoil like a 
pot, down to the little minnow. If we come to 
the animal kingdom, the same difference and 
variety characterizes this large class of crea- 
tures, from the mighty lion, the king of tl.e 
forest, down to the mole that buri'ows under 
ground. When we look at men w(; find the 
same gradation, not only in the size of their 
bodies, but also a wide range in their intellectual 
powers; ranging from the mind of a Milton, a 
"Webster or a Calhoun, down to the almost bru- 
tal Hottentot, that scarcely rises above in- 
stinct. The giant Patagonian differs widely 
from the pigmy of the Northern regions^ 
There is also a wide difference among men in the 
color of their hair, eyes, conformation, and also 
in the color of their skin, ranging from the white 
Caucasian, down to the black Ethiopian, It is 
plain from these things, that there is a wide dif- 
ference between created things ; that this va- 
riety or difference, is DOt the result of blind and 
senseless chance ; but that it is the Avork of an 
Infinite and All-wise Being, who does all things 
well; who has made nothing in vain, but has made 
all things for His own glory. ISTeither is this 
vast variety, this gradation, this order and de- 
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penclence of all parts on each other, the work 
of as many independent and separate beings, 
but on the contrary, all is the vrork of One, the 
only living and true God. God, then, being an 
intelligent and wise Creator, must and did have 
some great design, worthy of Himself, in crea- 
ting this wide difference even in the same order 
of creatures. What then was this design ? It 
was certainly to show how great He is, to his in- 
telligent creatures, that they might admire and 
praise their great Creator. Why then is there 
found among beings of the same order, so great 
a variety? Why were not all the angelic host 
created on an equality ? Why was there a dif- 
ference between Angels and Arch-Angels V 
Whv were there cherubim, or those created 
" like to the Great One ? " Why a class called 
seraphim, or " fiery ones ? " Wiiy not a per- 
fect equality among all these spiritual beings ? 
The only answer that can be given to these, 
and similar inquiries, is that the all wise God 
saw fit so to create them, to fill a p-avticular 
sphere, and that an Arch-Angel was not de- 
signed to fill the place of an Angel, aor that an 
Angel could not fill tlie place of an Arch-Angel 
without disturbing the law of his nature and 
infringing on the purposes of his Creator, and 
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thus altempting to defeat the end of his being. 
Why were not all the fish of tlie sea created 
great whales *? Why were not all the fowls of 
heaven created noble eagles? Why were not 
all the beasts created noble, beautiful and strong, 
like the lion ? Simply because such a state of 
things was not consonant with infinite wisdom, 
nor in accordance with the design of creation. 
An eagle would not be suitable to fill the place 
of a turkey, partridge, goose, or a common do- 
mestic fowl called a chicken. A lion would or 
could not fill the place of the dull ass, or even 
supply the place of the docile and patient ox. 
Everything in the animal, vegetable and spirit- 
nal kingdom, has its own appropriate place ; 
and so long as it remains there, the order and 
harmony of all things dejiending on this subor- 
dination continues to exist; but so soon as 
tliere is a reversal of this law, confusion, pain, 
and often death is the result. See how the 
Angels existed in harmony until they would be 
Gods; "then there was war in heaven," and 
the Angels which kept not their first estate, 
but left their own habitation, he hath reserved in 
everlasting chains under darkness, unto the 
judgment of the great day." ( Jude, ch. 6. ) 
The question also arises, why were not men 
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created equal in intellectual and bodily capaci- 
ties ? Why is it that some must and will 
be greater than the rest? This would have 
pi'oduced too much sameness, and a con- 
stant striving for the mastery. "Men would bo 
angels." Why were not all created or made 
with the same color of eyes, hair and skin ? 
Why so great a variety of color? There must 
have been some design in this. What was that 
design? The question here presents itelf, wart 
this difference in the color of the skin so at the 
creation of man, or has it been of move recent 
origin ? If more recent origin, what was the 
design of Jehovah in thus making or distin- 
guishing in such a peculiar manner, one class 
of men froni that of another, when all descended 
from the same parents? That there was an 
original difference in the intellectual capacities, 
and a taste or propensity to pursue difierent call- 
ings, is plain from the Bible. In the brief his- 
tory of the human familj- before the flood, the 
historian states a few facts, showing clearly the 
variety of taste, and as a natural consequence, a 
disposition to seek different kinds of employ- 
ment. The descendants of Jabal seemed to se- 
lect the pastoral mode of life; '"lie was the 
father of such as dwell in tents, and c/f such as 
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liave cattle, (Gen. iv: 20.) The poste)'ity of 
J ubtil were inclined to be musicians; "he was 
the father of all such as handle the harp and 
organ. (Gen, iv: 21.) " Tnbal Cain Avas the 
instructor of every artificer in brass and iron," 
Thes-j seem to have had a capacity for the use- 
ful arts of life, the invention and manufacture of 
the implements of husbandry, and domestic 
uses. But that there was a diiference in the 
color of the skin of the human family at the be- 
ginning, we neither assert nor believe. We 
take the Bible for our guide, and we intend to 
follow its teachings regardless of the fear or fa- 
vor of any one. We state then, once for ail, 
and as a preliminary to a proper understanding 
of our position, that we believe in the unit}/ of 
the human race, that is, that all the human family 
originated from the single pair, Adain and Eve. 
We have no sympathy with the unscriptural 
theory of different ,:.enti'cs of creation ; but we 
believe with the Bible, that God hath made of 
one blood (or race,) all the ni'.tions of men 
for to dwell on the face of the earth, (Acts 
xvil; 2Q.) They are all sinners. This shows they 
arc descended from one common parentage. 
Christ is the savior of bond and free. These 
with manv other reasons, teach clear) v that all 
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men liave a common origin. Tlave does not 
appear to have been any distinction of color 
among the hnman race before tlie time of Noah. 
So far as we can d'suover from the Scriptures, 
men seem to have been of tlie same color, up 
to the time of Noal). God created Adam a 
red man. This position is sustained by the 
proper and literal meaning of the word Adam, 
viis: "red earth." The human fimilj were 
one in color before the time of ISToah. The 
world was destroyed by the flood, and the 
earth was afterwards repeopled by tlie descen- 
dants of the three sons of Noah ; and varieties 
among men may be reduced to three loading 
classes, corresponding to the number of their 
great progenitors after the flood, Shem, Ham 
and Japheth, The tenth chapter of Genesis 
contains a list of the names of the various na- 
tions which have sprung from this triple source, 
Manv of these names can vet be identified in 
the nations of Asia, Europe and Africa. The 
other classes which have been made by those 
who have written on the varieties of the human 
race, can be clearly traced to an amalgamation, 
or mixture of the three principal divisions indi- 
cated before. ^Ye now take up the main point 
of our work. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

TIIK ORIGIN OP COLOR AND SLAVKRV. 

The dift'erence of color which exists among the 
various tribes, or divisions of the human family, 
was believed by learned men for a long series of 
years, to be the eifect of climate. But this theory 
is now generally abandoiied by the learned of 
the world. The fact of the case will not sus- 
tain the opinion that the difference of color is 
to be attributed to the effects of climate. The 
African race has been the inhabitant of the 
mild climate of North America for more than 
a century, without any material change of color. 
Wliile the white men of Europe have lived un- 
tler the influence of a tropical sun since the first 
sottlcment of the country, without any mate- 
rial change of the color of their skins. It is true 
the sun tans them, but when they remove to a 
mild climate, or keep out of the sun, their skins 
become as white as ever, and the children of 
these men sliow no proof of being turned black 
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by living in a tropical climate. The theory of 
climate, we say, has been abandoned by learned 
men, as altogether inadequate to the produc- 
tion of tlnis marked change, or rather ditt'er- 
ence in the color of the skin of the different 
races of the human family. There is no ac- 
count of the immediate ci-eation of the black 
race. Adam evidently was a red man ; his very 
name indicates this; and according to the usage 
of the Hebrew language, proves it to the mind 
of every competent judge, that the human 
family are all descended from the same original 
pair. The Bible clearly proves, and the great 
plan of redemption by one savior proceeds on 
the same principle. We are then shut up to tlie 
necessity of seeking for the origin of the differ- 
ent colors among men, in some remarkable 
change that has been brought about by the 
Providence of God. Now the question arises 
in the mind of every lover of truth, in the 
mind of every intelligent man who believes the 
Bible to be a revelation of God's will to man, 
is there any portion of this sacred volume which 
throws light on this mysterious subject ? To 
this question we reply, that the Scriptures cer- 
tainly do tJirow much light on tJiis perplexing 
point. Do you inquire of us in what book. 
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chapter ami verse is this important light to be 
fount! ? We answer in the ninth chapter of" 
Genesis, from the 20th to the 25lh verse. The 
difference of color among men evidently origi- 
nated in the family of Noah. This position is 
sustained by two unanswerable arguments, viz : 
First, the usage of the Hebrew language, or 
what is called by scholars, the philological argu- 
ment. And second, by the flicts of history. 

First, we notice the philological argument. 
It is a fact known to evei y scholar that the He- 
brew language expresses the nature of the ob- 
ject, and also that u.ames were frequently given 
expressk'e of some distinguishing quality pos- 
sessed by the person to whom it was applied. In 
other words there was some feature, or pcci»- 
liarity in the person that gave rise to his name. 
We will give some illustrations of this position, so 
that the reader who has not the advantages of a 
learned education, may be able to judge for 
Ijimselt^ % a reference to his Bible, whether 
we are correct or mistaken in our view of the 
inattor. We have already referred incidentally 
to the name of Adam, as meaning "rcf? 
Noah, means "rest." (Gen. v: 29.) Laraech 
begat a son, "and he called his name Noab, 
.saying his name shall comfort us, conceniing 
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our work and toil of onr hanfls, bftause of the 
ground wl)ich the Lord hnlh cursed." Melchis- 
zedck, means "King of Riglueonsriess;" Melek, 
meaning "King," andZedek, "Kightcousness." 
Salem, means "Peace;" — .Vbraham, means 
"Father of many Nations"- Ab, "Father'" — 
Raheim, " Nations or People." "Neither shall 
thy name any more be called Abram ; but thy 
name shall be Abraham, for a father of many 
nations have I made thee." ( Gen. xvii: 5, ) 
Isaac, singnifies "Laughter;" because Sarah 
laughed in imbelief at the promise of God that 
she should liavo'ason in her old age, (Gen. 
xviii: 12.) " "And Abraham called the name of 
his son that was born unto ))im, whom Sarah 
bore to him, Isaac,, and Sarah said, God hath 
made me to laugh, so that all that hoar wiU 
laugh with me." (Gen. xix: 3, 3, 6.) Jacob, 
means "Supplanter;" Dan "Judgment." "AncT 
Rachel said, God hath judged me, and also hath 
heard my voice, and hath given me a son ; there- 
fore called she h's name, Dan." These are only a 
few of the many instances that might be pro- 
duced, showing that this is a leading and im- 
portant principle of the Hebrew language. 
(We refer the reader for a full numTaer of He- 
brew words and names, illustrating our proposi- 
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fioii to Gon. XXX- -i, 24, also xxxv: IG, ]8.) 
There Kachel called her second son, Beri-oni, 
that is " the Son of my Grief^'' far she died ; bnt 
his father called Jiim, Benjamin, that is "the Son 
of my Kight Hand." The reader is ready to in- 
f|uirc of us, what bearing has all this on tlie sub- 
ject of different colors among men ? We re- 
ply, simply, this, viz ; Ham's name means 
Black.'' GesOnius, in his Hebrew lexicon, un- 
der the word Ham, says, that is "a name of 
Egypt ; probably its domestic name among the 
Egyptians tliemselves ; but so inflected by the 
Hebrews, as to refer it to Ham, the son of 
Noah, as the progenitor of the Egyptians, as well 
as other southern nations, (Psalm Ixxviii: 6] ; 
cv: 23-2 7; cvi: 22.) This word, in the Coptic and 
Satadic dialect^, according to Plutarch, has the 
signification of blackness and heat. " Ham a 
son of Noah, whose posterity are described 
in Gen. x: 6-20, as occupying the southernmost 
regions of the known earth ; thus according 
aptly with his name — that is, warm, hot." There 
must, then, have been some peculiarity of color 
ift the skin of Ham, which caused his father to 
crive him the name which h& received, dnd 
which many of his posterity bore for ages after- 
wards. Shem received his name, because he 
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Avas to be the " renowned," or {listinguisliccT 
person from whom Abraham Avould spring. 
The Jewish nation also, came in his line; and- 
conseqnently the Savior of sinners, the most re^ 
iiowncd person who has ever appeared on earth, 
sprang from the stock of Sliem, It is said by 
learned men who have fully investigated this 
subject, that Shem means " Red," The name 
Japheth, the second son of Noah, is derived 
from a root or word in its simplest form, that 
means, Fair — Comely — Boantifnl. This theory 
is not mere conjecture, but the philological ar- 
gument fully sustains the idea that the different 
colors of the human race originated in the 
family of Noah. This change was evidently 
brought about by Him who dooth His will in the 
army of heaven, and among the inhabitants of 
the earth. He had some Avise purpose in view 
by this arrangement, for "The judge of all 
the earth will do right." The difference of 
color was, then, a miracle, wrought by Jehovah 
for soiti^ important purpose. 

According to what we have said, it is plain 
from the true meaning of the HiSbrfew, that Shem 
was red, Japheth white, and Ham black. From 
these ihtee great progenitors, have sprung all 
the nations which now dwell on our earth. It 
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is admitted by the best pbilological writers on 
the snbject of ethnologj*, or origin of nations, 
that the variety of color may be reduced to tho 
tlireo wliieh wo have ennmorated. That the 
other varieties of colors are traceable to a mix- 
ture, or amalgamation, of these three primary 
colors. 

Let m now notice, in the second place, whether 
the facts of history confirm or refnte this view 
of the snbject. From the tent?i chapter of 
<4encsis, we learn what nations have sprung 
from the tliree sons of Noah. From Japheth, 
descended most of the white races of Asia 
Minor and Europe. "It is supposed," says Dr. 
Scott, '-by many Icanied men, and shown at 
least by probable arguments, that the descen- 
dants of Gomer, the oldest son of Japhcth, set- 
tled in the northern parts of Asia Minor, and 
then spread into tho Cimmerian JJosphorns, and 
the adjacent regions ; and that from them the 
numerous tribes of the Gauls, Germans, Celts 
an<S Cimbrians, descended. Tlie Scythians, 
Tartars, and other northern nations, are sup- 
posed to be descendants of Magog and Tubal ; 
tho Modes of Madai ; tho lonians, and all 
the Greeks, of Javan, and the Tliracians of Ti- 
ras. Nearly all the inhabitants of Knrope, and 
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probably of America, descended from Japbetli, 
be^dcs those of the northern regions of Asia, 
^'The Isles of the Gentiles," generally mean the 
parts of Europe, most known to the ancient in- 
habitants of Asia. "The Hebrews Avere de- 
scended from Shem by his son Eber." "Besides 
the descendants of Shem by Araphaxad, the 
Persians arc suppos«d to be the posterity of 
Elam ; the Assyrians and Chaldeans, of Asshnr; 
and thci Syrians, Armenians, and many tribes in- 
habiting Mesopotamia, of Aram ; and the im- 
mensely numerous inhabitants of the East 
Indias, China and .Tapan, may perhaps be con- 
sidered as the descendants of Joktan, the son of 
Eber, This appears, from the mention of a 
mountain in the East, to be the most accurate 
account of the peopling of the region in the 
eastern parts of Asia, South of Tartary, It is 
likewise certain, that many of the Arabians trace 
back their origin to Ishmael and Koturah." 

These extracts give the localities of the pos- 
terity of Japheth and Shem. Let us now tnrn to 
the same author and look out the locality of the 
posuority of Hara, Dr. Scott gives, in his com- 
mentary on the sixth and seventh verses of the 
tenth chapter of Genesis, all that is really neces- 
sary to a clear understanding of the matter. 
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" From Cush, the son of Ham, the Ethiopians 
in Africa, and many tribes in Asia, inhabiting 
part of Arabia, and often improperly called 
Ethiopians, ^vere evidently descended. Miz- 
aim was the ancestor of the Egyptians, Cyre- 
nians and Lybians; or the word being plural, it 
may be the general name of the family or tribe 
whence they sprang ; and Flint of the Mauri- 
tanian, in short, all Africa, is supposed to have 
been peopled by Ham's posterity ; besides the 
Philistines, Canaanites and Phoenicians." Such is 
the statement of a man who was no friend of 
Slavery. It is a notorious fact all th jse are hlacJc. 
Hero, then, we leave this subject of color. 
The two arguments have been presented, and 
it remains for every reader to form his judg- 
ment for or against our view, and determine for 
himself whether it is true or false. 

We are now prepared to enter on, and inves- 
tigate the Orighi of Slavery, or the subordiim- 
tion of one portion of the human family to that 
of Another, Whatever may be said about all 
men being created free and equal; however 
hiou of more feeling than judgment, may extol 
what they are pleiascd to call a state of natural 
liberty; however unthinking men may laud 
the praises, of imaginary independence or un- 
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restrained liberty; however men attempt to 
show, or rather assert that all men are equally 
endowed with the same intellectual powers; 
fitill, not only the Bible, but even stubborn facts 
show a different order of things. Admitting, 
which we do freely, that at first, men were 
equal. by birth, and had an equal claim to "life, 
liberty and the pursuit of happiness," "yet the 
question comes up. Has this original equality 
continued ? or in other words, has not God, the 
author of all things, made some important 
changes? and are not these changes manifest, 
from His word, and the facts which transpire' 
under" His providential government ? To the 
first of these inquiries we answer in the nega- 
tive ; we say the original equality among men 
has not been continued. To tbe second ques- 
tion, we give an affirmative answer, and say 
that God has made some important changes in 
the condition and relations of the different races, 
of the human family, and we are prepared, to; 
prove that these cl^isiiij^es are manitest fromJ'His 
word' and providential goverrmienti We pass^ 
over the history of our rac^ dtirhig the period 
that transpired before the flood, and come down 
to the re-peopling of the world, after that great 
event in the history of man. The different col- 
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ors now found among tlie various nations of men, 
not only originated in the family of Noah, but 
the subjection of one portion of the race to 
that of the other, had its beginning in the same 
family. The sacred writer informs ns that af- 
ter the flood, "Noah began to be a husband- 
man, and he planted a vineyard, and drank of 
the wine, and was drunken ; he was uncovered 
within his tent ; " that whilst he lay in this un- 
seemly condition from the stupefying effects of 
the wine of which he had too freely drunken, 
" Ham, the father of Canaan, saw the. naked- 
ness of his father," but instead of concealing the 
matter, as both decency and respect for his 
father should have directed, his bad disposition 
led him to give vent to his sinful feelings, and . 
wishing his other brothers to have a part of his 
unseemly enjoyment, he " told it to his two 
brethren without." Shem and Japheth did not 
enter into this improper and sinful sport of their 
brother, but took means to hide the shame of 
their father, and adopted a plan to accomplish 
that end which manifested the greatest respect 
for " their parent, and at the same time, the 
feelings of refined delicacy toward, their erring 
father. " And Shem and Japheth took a gar- 
mcnt and laid it upon both their shoulders, and 
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went backward and covered the nakedness of 
their fsjther, and their faces were backward, and 
they saw not their father's nakedness." Noah 
remained in his tent until the narcotic and in- 
toxicating effects of the wine passed off. "He 
then awoke from his wine, and know what his 

yvoimger son had done unto him, and he said, 
" Cursed be Canaan ; a servant of servants shall 
lie be unto his'brethren. And he said, blessed ' 
be the Lord God of Shem, and Canaan shall bo 
his servant. God shall enlarge -Japheth, and 
he shall dwell in the tents of Shem ; and Canaan 

, j^hall be his servant." . (Gen. ix: 20-21.) Thetfe 
verses evidently contain the true and authentic 
record of the origin of the subjection of the 
children and posterity of Ham to the rule of his 
two other brothers and their descendants. Here 
also is the destruction of tlie. favorite theory 
that all men are born free and equal. It is also 
plain that Noah was inspired by the Holy Spirit 
on this occasion, to point out the* will of God in 
relation to the destiny of his sons. He could not 
have kno#n of the indecent and sinful conduct 
of his son Ham from any other source. It was 
not done in a fit of anger, ,but: the future bless- 
edness and elevation of Shem and Japheth's 
posterity is declared also, in so plain terms that 
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all history confirms the solemn and divine ut- 
terances of the man of God ; it could not have 
been the result of anger, for his pai^ental feelings 
would have prevented him from degrading 
Ham's children for all time to come. The de- 
claration of Noah was not merely prophetical^ 
that is foretelling what would he the condition 
of Ham's posterity, but it Avas the announcement 
of a judicial decree of Jehovah against Ham 
and his posterity, as 2^, punishment for his sins. 
Slavery Jthen, is the result^ consequence, or more 
properly., the judicial punishment of JTam'n 
sinl not a sin «^ itself (per se) but the punish- 
ment of sin. We say that this fearful annunci- 
ation of Jehovah by Noah, was .a Judicial de- 
; cree — ^not a mere prophesy. To this conclusion 
Ave come, because the language here used is 
similar; the sam^'^^ord being used in the origi- 
nal that was employed by Jehovah in making 
known to Adam the punishment of his disobe- 
dience. (See Gen. iii: 17.) " And unto Adam 
he said, because thou hast KQa,rkened/\into the 
voice of thy wife, and hast eaten of the tree of 
which I commanded thee, saying, Thou shalt 
not eat of it, Cursed is the ground for thy 
sake ; in sorrow shalt thou eat of it all the days 
of thy life ; thorns also and thistles shall it bring 
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forth to thee ; and thou shalt eat the herb of 
the field ; in the sweat of thy face shalt thou 
oat bread, till thou return. unto the ground ; for 
out of it wast thou taken; for dust thou art, 
nnd unto dust shalt thou return." This is be- 
yond dispute, the decree or judicial sentence of 
Jehovah against our first parent for his sin. Is' 
then labor a sin itself? Is the labor to which 
Adam and in him his posterity is tli us adjudged, 
a sin in itself? Is the labor necessary to root up 
the thorns, thistles, and noxious plants AvhicU 
the earth, cursed of God for man's sin, so abun- 
dantly brings forth, a sin ? So far from labor 
being a sin in itself, that is essentially necessary 
to our subsistence, and a refusal to labor justly, 
and scripturaliy deprives the slothful individual 
of the right to a support. "This wo com- 
siianded you, that if any man would not work, 
neither should he eat." (2 Thos. iii: 10.) Still^'^ 
according to the reasoning of some men, they 
do wrong, because they make slaves of the chil- 
dren of Ham who have been adjudged to an , 
inferior station in life, for their groat progeni- 
tor's sin. The same reasoning that would im- 
peach Jehovah for this sentence against Ham 
and his posterity, would also impeach his right- 
eousness, for cursing- the ground; — dooming 
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men to constant toil to secure, a subsistence. 
It would also impeach Jehovah's justice for 
sending pain, disease, and temporal death on the 
whole human family in consequence of Adam'p 
sin. " Wherefore, as by one man sin entered in- 
to the world, and death by six ; and so death 
pa!5sed upon all men, for that all have sinned." 
(Rom. v: 12.) We have another illustration of 
the subordination to which the commission of 
sin subjects the guilty pei*son, in the case of our 
first mother. She listened to the voice of the 
tenipter, and disobeyed her great Creator; 
took of the fruit of that forbidden tree, whoso 
"taste brought death into the Avorld with all ouv 
woo;" and as a punishment she was subjected 
to the dominion of her husband ; Iter pains in 
child-bearing were greatly increased. "Unto 
the woman he said, I will greatly multiply thy 
sorrow and thy conception : in sorrow thou 
shalt bring forth children; and thy desire shall 
be to thy husband, and he shall rule over thee." 
"(Gen. iii: 16.) Woman was originally created 
^ on an equality with man, but in consequence of 
her " being first in the transgression," she was 
not only doomed to great pain and sorrow in 
parturition, but also to subordination to her 
luisband. That we are not mistaken in this 
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view of the matter, we will give the opinion of 
one or two eminent commentators on the pas- 
sage we have quoted. Adam Clark gives the 
following exposition on the 1 6th verse : " I will 
greatly multiply, or multiplying I toill multiply; 
that is, I will multiply thy sorrow, and multi- 
ply those sorrows by other sorrows; and this" 
during conception and pregnancy ; and particu- 
larly in parturition or child-bearing.. And this 
cijrse lias fallen in a heavier degree on the wo- 
man than on any other female. Nothing is bet- 
tor attested than this; and yet there is certainly 
no natural reason why it should be so ; it is a 
part of her punishment, and a part from which 
even God's mercy will not exempt her. It i& 
added further, thy desire shall be to thy hm- 
band. Thou shalt not be able to shun the great 
pain and peril of child-bearing, for- thy desire, 
thy ajijjetite, shall be to thy husband, and he 
shall rule over thee; though in the creation both 
were formed with equal rights, and. the woman 
had as much right to rule as the man ; but sub- 
jection to the will of her husband is one part of 
her curse ; and so capricious is this will often, 
that a sorer punishment no human being can 
well have, to be at nil in a state of liberty, and 
under the protection of wise and equal laws." 



72 - OniGlN OP COLOR AND SLAVERY." 



Say? I$ri^ Scott, on verse 16: "It cannot be 
supposed, that pain or sorrow would have been 
connected with pregnancy, or child-bearing, had 
not sin been committed; but now, the Lord 
threatened to multiply the woman's sorrbws,, 
^even those of her conception ; so that, ip a world 
of suffering the pains and sufferings of ^he female- 
sex are thus greatly multiplied — indeed, almost 
beyond expression. It might, therefore, have- 
^been expected, that on this accoimt women: 
would generally prefer the single state, and 
thus prevent the increase of the human spe- 
cies; but God hath so drdereidit, that marriage 
is, notwithstanding, gtnY^waUy x^Jiosen even by 
the suffering si.-ti. ^he authoiSt V" of th«> husband, 
when exercised uhitormly with wisdom a^^d ten- 
derness, would have increased mutual felicity;, 
but, by the entrance of sin, it isoften converted 
into unreasonable and unfecUnjj despotism, and 
becomes an additional stjnrce of ^ifery to vast 
numbers of unHsi>py lerufi^s," Kwii^'s note 
on this verse is the following, viz: "She" 
(that is woman) "is here put into a state of 
sftbjeetim. The whole sex, which, by creation, 
was equal with man, is for sin made inferior, 
and forbidden to usurp authority. (I Tim.. 
ii: 11, 12.) The wife particularly is hereby put 
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under the dominion of her husband, and is not 
Micl jwisj at her own disposal; of which see an 
instancein that law (Numbers xxx : &, 8) where 
the husband is empowered, if he please, to dis- 
annul the vows made by the wife. This sen- 
tence only amounts to that command, " Wives, 
be in subjection to yotir own hitsbamls. But 
the entrance of sin has made that duty a pun- 
ishment, which otherwise it would not have 
been. Those wives who not only despise arid^ 
disobey their husbands, but domineer over them, 
do not consider that they not only violate a di- 
vine law, but thwart a divine sentence. 

We have been thus full in our extracts, to 
show that we are not singular in our expositions 
of the Scriptures. All these great and good 
men confirm our position, that (Sod often de- 
grades, or rather subjects, one class of human 
beings to the rule or authority of another class, 
as a punishment for their disobedience to His 
law. Thus, although man and woman were ori- 
ginally created equal, yet in consequence of the 
woman's being "first in the transgression " of 
God's law, and tempting him to sin, she has 
been subjected to man's authority, and the whole 
sex is inferior. 

Who, then, can deny the consequence, or con- 
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elusion, that this was the jmlicisil sentence of the- 
Great Creator? However, then, men, under 
the influence of their enthusiastic feelings, may 
extol and laud the equality of all men, still they 
are not equal. They were created equal, but 
sin hS» entered and^ destroyed that equality. 
Tliis inequality /« not sm in itself^ bnt the result 
or puMshtncnt o/' shi. Whatever, then, may 
have been the C(]uality of Noah's three sons at 
first, it is certain that in consequence of the sii> 
of Ham, he and his posterity are rendered iti/e- 
/•tor to Shem and Japhcth and their posterity 
by the judicial sentence of Jehovah,,^ - 

Ham's conduct realty deserved death. "Hon- 
©r thy father and tliy mother, that thy days may 
be long in tlic land which the Lord thy God 
giveth thee." — Exodus xx : 12. Such is the ex- 
I>ress law of God; and passages bearing on ibis- 
point are found scattered throughout both the 
Old and New Testaments. God pronounced a 
cuRS£ on the child that dishonors hispsurents: 
Cursed be he that settetb lightly his father or 
his mother; and all the people shall say amen." 
(Dent, x.vvii : 1 u.) Such children forfeited their 
' claim to life, . and disrcsspect to parents was by 
the same law a capital crime. (See Dent, xxi : 
18-21.) So that, according to the hwv of God> 
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Ham deserved death fov his unfilial and impious 
conduct. But the Great Lawgiver saw fit, in 
his good pleasure, not to destroy Ham with im- 
mediate death, hut to set a 77rark of (lefp'mln- 
tioii on lum, as he had done witli tlie first niur- 
<lerer, Cain, that all coming generations migljt 
"know and respect the laws of God. Slavery 
was, properly, a cornmiitiitidii ux a change of 
punishment. Death was tiie real ])unishment 
of the crime, hut Jehovah, for reasons satisfac- 
tory to himself, changed it to a degrading state 
•of continued servitude. This curse of slavery 
■evideath'^Vas a judicial act, and Xoah'prono»n>- 
ced it brthe dictation of the Holy Spirit. 

It is further evident, from the manner in 
which this phrase is used in the Bible, tliat it 
was a judicial act, or the sentence of God against 
Ham and his posterity. "Cursed lie he," "thou 
iirt cursed,'"' and similar expressions are used 
several times in the hooks of Moses, jmd implies 
that the person or thing thus "cursed" tails un- 
der the wrath and indignation of God. See 
examples of this mode of maledictiouj Gen. iii, 
3 4, where God says to the serpent, " Thou ait 
cursed above all cattle and ahove every beast of 
the field ; upon thy belly shalt thou go, and dust 
-*5hatt thou eat all the davs of ihv life." There 
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was degradation in this curse. " Cursed is tJio 
ground for thy sake." Here barrenness and the 
production of noxious weeds are the result of 
man's sin on the earth. The reader will find 
the same mode of expression no less than twelve 
times in the 27th chapter of Deuteronomy, 15- 
26 verses. Dr. Clarke has the following note 
on the loth verse of this chapter, viz : " ' Cursed 
be the man,' &c. Other laws previously made 
had prohibited all these things, and penal sanc- 
tions were necessarily understood ; but here God 
more openly declares, tiiat he who breaks them 
is cursed — falls under the wrath and indignation 
of his Maker and Judge." 

Simeon and Levi were the principal afctors in 
the murder Of the Shecemites, and the dying 
patriarch, speaking of this deed of blood, says: 
" Cursed be their anger, for it was fierce ; and 
their wrath, for it was cruel." And as a pun- 
ishment ui)oii them, he says, by divine authori- 
ty, " I will divide them in Jacob and scatter 
them in Israel." (Gen. xlix: T.) This literally 
took place. The tribe of Levi, having no lot 
of its own but a few cities of refuge, being the 
priests, they were literally "scattered." The 
tribe of Simeon had its portion in diiferent parts 
of Palestine, (see Joshua xix, 1-8) so tliat they 
were divided in Isriiel. 
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• It should be noted by the reader that in all 
these different places the word is in the impera- 
tive niood, and literally translated is, " Cursed 
thou above all cattle ; " "Cursed the ground ; " 
" Cursed, Canaan ; '' and it should also be borne 
in mind that the Arabic copy of the books ot 
Moses reads, " Ham, the father of Canaan," in 
Genesis ix, verses 25, 26 and 27, instead of Ca- 
naan. The following is its version of the pas- 
sage, viz: " Cursed be llam^ the father of Ca- 
naan.. A servant of servants shall he be unto 
his brethren. * * * Blessed be ttie Lord 
God of "'«em, and the father of Canaan^ 

shall b. i i servant. * * * God shall en- 
laVge Japheth, and he shall dwell in the tents 
of Shem ; and Ham, the father of Canaaif, 
shall bo his servant." This reading is found in 
none of the other versions, and is thought by 
many good critics to be a mere gloss. Let this 
be as it may, we maintain that the common opin- 
ion of many commentators that this curse of 
slavery fell eKchisivclt/ on the fiimily of Canaan, 
is erroneous. It is known to all readers of the 
Bible, and acknowledged by those writers who 
attempt to maintain this exclusive view of the 
subject, that a large majority of the descendants 
of Canaan were destroyed by the Israelites when 
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they entered Palestine under Joshua, so that it 
they were exterminated they could hot become 
servants to the posterity of Shem and Japhetli. 
This is one reason why we reject thialimited in- 
terpretation. Another reason for the applica- 
tion of this curee to all the descendants of Ham 
is founded on the fact that all Ham's posterity 
are either hlacJc or dark colored, and thus bear 
upon their countenance the mark of mferiorttif 
which God puit upon- the progenitor. 

There is a third reason for the general appli- 
cation of this malediction to all Ham's children. 
This is derived from the mcanin// or significa- 
tion of the names of his four sons, Cush, Mi/.- 
raim, Phut and Canaan. We will take them xi]> 
in their order. 

First, Cush means black, or one with a burnt 
coitntenatice. This conclusion is derived from 
the iact that the Septiiogint, that is, the Greek 
translation of the Old Testament made at Alex- 
andria, in Egypt, nearly two hundred yearslLo- 
fore the birth of Christ, renders the word CuaJt, 
Cushite; and its kindred roots, in many places, 
by the word Ethiopia^ Ethiopian. The Avord 
Ethiopia being of Greek origin, composed of 
two words, one meaning black (aith) and the 
other co^mtenance (ops.), The word Cush is 
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thus rendered in some six places. [See exam- 
ples in 2d Kings, xix, 9 ; Isa. xxxvii, 9; Esther, 
i, 1 ; Psahns Iviii, 31.) Gushite is translated 
Mhiojyian four or five times. [See Num , xii, 1 .] 
" Miriam and Aaron spake against Moses be- 
cause of the Ethio2)ian woman whom he had 
married, for he had married an Ethiopian wo- 
man. Jer. xiii, 23 : "Can the Ethiopian change 
his sArm or the leopard his spots?" That we 
are not mistaken in our view of this point, we 
will quote the note of Matthew Henry on this last 
verse : " (Jan the Ethiopian change his skin, 
that is by nature Nack, or the leopard his spots, 
which are even woven into the skin ? Dirt con- 
tracted may be washed off, but we cannot alter 
the natural color of much less of the skin ; 
and so is it impossible, morally impossible, to 
reclaim and reform these people." 

Mizraini is the second son of Ham which is 
enumerated. This word comes from a root 
which signifies to skiit. in — to restrain — thus 
clearly implying subjection to others. 

Phut signifies to d^sjnse — to afflict — convey- 
ing the idea that the people from his stock be- 
longed to the degraded race of Ham. It is ad- 
mitted by the best scholars that tlie descendants 
of Phut settled in Africa. GesenijiS says, " Phut 
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is a proper name of an African people, Jlatwi- 
according to Joseph UP, in which country 
Pliny mentions a river P/utt. The Soptuagint 
and Vulgate (the Latin translation of the Old 
Testament) usually translate the word by the 
name Lybia." For examples, see Ezek. xxvii, 
10; XXX, 5; xxxviii, 5. 

Canaan, the fourth son, means to be boioed 
down — to bring loto — to humble any one. See 
an exami»le in 1st Kings, xxi, 29 : "Seost thou 
how Ahab haih Jmmbled himself before me ? " 

Blacky restrained, desjnsed, borced down are 
the words used to express the condition and 
place of Ham's children. Bearing the mark of 
degradation on their skin, they are restrained 
from being on an e([uality with their more fa- 
vored brethren; they are often desjiiscdvoiiX ])re- 
vented from intermarrying or mingling with 
the' white and red races, and finally they are 
hoired down to the authority of their superiors 
Avithout successful resistance. 

To many these things may appear very singu- 
lar and strange. Be it so. We have only fol- 
lowed out what seems to be the toachinsrs of 
the Bible on this strange but deeply interesting 
subject. We set out with the determination to 
take the Scriptures as the " Man of our counsel, 
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i\ light to CUV feet, and a lamp to our path," 
through all the dark windings and laharynths 
of the subject before us, and w# are still willing 
to abide by the decisions of Him whose "judg- 
ments are past finding out." God, by His de- 
cree, and in consequence of his sin, has degraded 
Ham's posterity. The sentence, " a servant of 
servants shall he be to his brethren^" has b'eeu 
fully exemplified in the past history of the three 
divisions of the human family. 

We will here, for the sake of those who may 
not have access to the sources of information, 
introduce the testimony of several distinguished 
scholars in relation to the relative positions 
which the three great divisions of the human 
species have sustained to each other. We will 
give the testimony in the order in which it is 
related in Genesis. First, then, we will give 
the note of Dr. Scott on the 26th verse of the 
9th chapter of Genesis: 

"The descendants of Shem, in the. line of 
Arphaxad, Eber and Peleg, included all the pos- 
terity of Abraham; and the Lord Jesus, 'in 
whom all the nations of the earth are blessed,' 
sprang from him. Thus Jehovah was especial- 
ly ' the God of Shem.' His descendants com- 
prised a vast majority of the worshippers of the 
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true God, till the coming of Christ ; and at'tei- 
wards they Averc the first and principal instru- 
ments of bringing other nations to share thi- 
blessings of salvation ; so that the other sons of 
Jfoah, when converted to Christianity, are 
tauglit to worship and ' bless Jehovah, the God 
of Shem.' The posterity of Abraham also sub- 
jugated or destroyed the posterity of Canaan-; 
a)id the nations which sprang from Shem by his 
other sons, have prospered greatly, enjoyed 
fruitful countries, and been far mort* civilized 
than the race of Ham." 

Verse 27: " Japheth seems to have been tlio 
progenitor of above half the human race ; aiul 
the principal success of the gospel, in the calling 
of the Gentiles, has hitherto been among his de- 
scendants. Thus God has enlarged Japheth an«l 
permaded \\\\\\ (so some render the word 
'to dwell in the lents of Shem,' by receiving 
the gospel from preachers of Abraham's race, 
who descended from Shem, and so obtaining ad- 
mission into the church. The descendants of 
Japheth have also obtained that dominion under 
the Grecian and lleman P2mpires, and subse- 
<iuent ages, which was for a Ion*- time chieHy 
possessed by the posterity of Shem. Indeed, 
even a general knowledge of the outlines of his- 
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tory, will suffice to satisfy the serious enquirer 
that the desceridauts of Canaan have been sub- 
jected to those of Shem and Japheth, through 
many generations; and the extraordinary ac- 
complishment of this prediction, which contains 
almost a prophetic history of the world, vindi- 
cates Noah from the suspicion of having uttered 
it from personal resentment, and fully proves 
that the Spirit of God took occasion, from Ham's 
misconduct, to reveal his secret purposes for a 
very important benefit to posterity, even to this 
da>\" 

" The whole continent of Africa was peojjled . 
l>rincipally by the descendants of Ham ; and for 
liow many ages have the better parts of that 
country lain under the dominion of the Romans, 
tlien of the Saracens, and noAV of the Turks ? 
In what wickedness, ignorance, barbarity, slave- 
ry, misery, live most of the inhabitants? and of 
the poor negroes, how many hundreds every 
year are sold and bought, like beasts in the 
market, and conveyed from one quarter of the 
world to do the work of beasts in another." 

[Bisho}) Ncicton, 

«Ti •ue religion has hitherto flourished very 
little among Ham's descendants ; they remaiu 
to this day almost entire strangers to Christian- 
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ity; and their condition in every age has re- 
markably coincided with this prediction." 

[Scbit. 

"There never lias been a son of Ham who 
has shaken a sceptre over the Iread of Japheth. 
Shein hath subdued Japheth, and Japheth sub- 
dued Shem, but Ham never subdued either." 

[Meade. 

This must be understood with one or two ex- 
ceptions, for the Egyptians enslaved the Israel- 
ites, and they made some conquests in Asia. 
(2 Chron. xii: 2-4.) But while they have ruled 
over each other with great rigor, their domin- 
ion over the descendants of Shem or Japheth 
have been of short duration. 

The reader will notice that in the preceding 
parts of this chaptei" we have been careful to 
distinguish between the nature of a prophetic 
announcement of a future event by an inspired 
man, and thejM(?i'c2ai sentence of Jehovah when 
inflicting punishment for crime. This distinc- 
tion should be carefully noted. There is a dis- 
tinction and on important difference in the tw«> 
things. In fulfilling a prophecy the instruments 
may be, and frequently are, guilty of the most 
heinous sin. "While those who carry a judicial 
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sentence into execution cannot be chargeable 
with sin, unless they go beyond and abuse the 
power confided to theui. Still there is always a 
proper distinction between the abuse and legiti- 
mate use of power. An executive officer is not 
chargeable with crime for hanging a murderer 
who has been tried and condemned by the 
proper authority. We will give an example of 
the fulfillment of prophecy in which the instru- 
ments were chargeable with the foulest murder. 
The prophets of the Old Testament had fore- 
told the arrest, trial and crucifixion of Christ : 
. all the particulars pertaining to these things had 
been pointed out. " Why did the heathen sage 
and the people imagine vain things ? The king 
of the earth stood up, and the rulers W'ere 
gathered together against the Lord, and against 
his Christ; for, of a truth, against thy only 
child Jesus, whom thou hast anointed, both 
Ilerod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles 
and the people of Israel, were gathered together 
for to do ichatsoever they Jiave and in coxm- 
sel i>ETEUMiNED BEFORE to be clone.'^ (Acts 
iv, 25-28.) While, then, all these combined 
together to effect the death of Christ to gratify 
their wicked i)assions and satisfy their stern 
zeal, they were guilty of murdering an innocent 
II 
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person, for, says Peter to the Jews, (Acts iii, 14, 
15) "ye denied the Holy One and.the Just, and 
desired a murderer to be granted unto you, and 

KILLED TOE PlilWOli OF LlFE, whOBl God hath. 

raised from the dead." Thus God leaves wicked 
men to the exercise of their free will ; they act 
with their own will, fulfill his purposes, and he 
holds them responsible for their sins. 

On the other hand, the magistrate, as the 
agent of society, commits no sin in hanging the 
murderer, for God bas decided in his word that 
"Whoso sheddeth man's blood, by man shall 
his blood be shed, for in the image of God made 
He man." (Gen.ix, 6.) The declaration of Noah 
was then not a mere prophecy, but the Judicial 
sentence of Jehovah against Ham and his pos 
terity for the father's sin. In holding the 
descendants of Ham in bondage there is no sin. 
The power may be abused, but still this does 
not make the relation of master and slave sinful 
in itself, any more than the tyrannical and un- 
reasonable exercise of power on tlie part of the 
husband over the wife makes the marriage rela- 
tion sinful in itself. The dominion of the 
husband over the wife is in consequence of 
God's judicial decree for the woman's sin. 
The cases, to our mind, have a strong resem- 
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blance. The language of prophecy is uttered 
in entirely different words from that of a sen- 
tence. Let the reader remember this scrij^tural 
distinction and all will be plain to him. 



CHAPTER Y. 

DO TUK WRITERS OF TOE OLD TESTAMENT TREAT SLAVERY 
AS A SIK IK ITSELF? 

'We have shown in the last chapter what we 
believe to be the true and scriptural origin of 
color among the diflerent families of the human 
race; the origin of slavery; that it is the punish- 
ment of sin ; and that the announcement of Noah 
was not merely the foretelling of the place 
which Ham and his posterity should occupy and 
the manner in which they should be treated, 
but it was the sentence of God against him 
and his offspring, degrading them from an 
equality with their brethren, and consigning 
them to perpetual servitude. If this were not 
the correct view of the matter, then \\c 
would expect to find the subsequent writers 
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forbicl<ling this monstrous iniquity, as they did 
idolatry, murder, adultery, lying and covetous- 
ness. But how does the fact stand ? Do the 
writers of the Old Testament condemn slavery 
and slaveholders as open transgressors of God's 
law? Whore are their anathemas against 
slaveholders ? Slavery is not condemned in the 
Okl Testament. Is it merely silent on the 
subject ? Let us then examine into the subject 
and see how the matter is treated by the prac- 
tice of good men and the direct precepts of 
law. The important and distinguished slave- 
holder, who is particularly noticed in the Old 
Testament, was Abraham, "the fiith'er of the 
faithful," "the friend of God," "in whom all the 
families of the earth are to be blessed." Abram 
— as his name at first was — was born 1920 years 
15. 0. Noah cursed or pronounced the sen- 
tence of Jehovah against Ham and his posterity 
about 2327 B. C, so that he lived about four 
hundred (400) years after Noah. The first 
mention of his possession of servants or slaves 
is on the occasion of his having recovered Lotj 
his nephew, from the power of Chcderlaoraer 
■and his associates, who took S<>dom and carried 
oft" Lot as a captive of war with the remainder 
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of the inhabitants. "And when Abram heard 
that his brother Avas taken captive, he armed 
his trained servants, born in his own house, 
three hundred and eighteen, and pursued them 
unto Dan." (Gen. xiv, 14.) About eight years 
before this event, it appears that Abram, with 
his family, went down into Egypt on account 
of a fiiraine which overspread the land of 
Canaan. It appears, from the record (Gen. xii, 
16) that Abram's jn'operty consisted, besides 
sheep, oxen, asses and camels, of men servants 
and maid servants. We learn, incidentally, 
from the first verse of chapter 16th, from what 
nation or people his servants descended. " Now 
Sarai, Abram's wife, bore him no children; and 
she had an hand-maid, an Egyptiai?, w'hose name 
was Hagar." Ilagar, the handmaid of Sarah, 
was an Egyptian — one of the children of 
Ham, as Egypt is called the land of Ham; 
(See Psalms cv, 23,) showing that at that 
early period servants were obtained from the 
posterity of Ham ; and, although God blessed 
Ishmael with freedom and a numerous seed, still 
it was the result of his connection with Abram, 
and not particularly for his mother's sake, but 
commanded her to " return to her mistress, and 
II* 
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submit herself uncler her hands." (See xvii, 20.) 
The next mention of the matter of jjossessing 
servants by Abraham — for his name Avas 
changed, to correspond with the promise: Ab, 
a father, and Rahcim, nations, (see Genesis xii, 
5) — is the connection with the establishment of 
the covenant - of circumcision " This is my 
covenant which ye shall keep between, me and 
you, and thy seed after thee ; every man-child 
among you shall be circumcised. * * * 
He that is born in thy house, and he that is 
bought with thy money, must needs be circum- 
cised. And Abraham took Ishmael, his son, 
and all that were born in his house, and all that 
were bought with his money, every male of 
Abraham's house, and circumcised "tliG flesh of 
their foreskin. * * * ^j^^^ ^^1 the 
men of his iiouse, born in the house, and bought 
with money of the stranger, were circumcised." 
■Gen. xvii, 10-13, 23-27. These passages show 
beyond successful refutation, that Abraham was 
the owner of slaves : they were not hired ser- 
vants. There is a remarkable fact connected 
with the matter which renders this position cer- 
tain: that is, the word whidb is here trans- 
lated "bought with thy monc^," is used in the 
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same form aud applied to the same subject, viz: 
(Exodus xii, 44) " Every man servant that is 
bought for money, when thou hast circumcised 
him, then shall he eat thereof." (Levit. xxv, 
16-51.) See also Levit. xxvii, 22: "If a man 
sanctify unto the Lord a field which he hath 
bought.'^'' Here it is applied to landed property 
and shows beyond dispute possession for a^^c- 
cuniary consideration. The word is used as a 
noun in the 16th verse of this same chapter, 
and is translated "possession." Li Jeremiah 
xxxii, 11, the word is translated "purchase," 
where it evidently related to the transfer of a 
piece of land for a pecuniary consideration : 
"The money was weighed," (verse 10) "the 
deed witnessed,' (see same verse) and the deed 
is delivered to Baruch for safe-keeping." (See 
verses 12-15.) The word in the form of a noun 
is found also in Gen. xxlii, 18, where it is ren- 
dered " possession," and is there applied to the 
purchase of the field and cave of Macpelah 
w'ith its appurtenances, which Abraham bought 
of the sons of Heth for a burial place. The 
sacred writer states that four hundred shekels 
was the price paid by Abraham to Ephron for 
the field and the cave, &c. He states also that 
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it was transferred in the presence of witnesses. 
The field of Ephron and all the trees that were 
in the field " were made sure unto Abraham for 
a possession in tlic presence of the children of 
Heth, before all that went in at the gate of his 
city.'^ (Gen. xxiii, 15-18.) Geseraius' Hebrew 
and English Lexicon, page 618, says it means a 
^^thm// 2)Hrchasecl'^ — "a slave bought w'ith 
money." (Gen. xix, 12, la, 27.) We have 
been thus particular on this point to show that 
the modern notion that Abraham did not own 
slaves is a mere after-thought, a perversion of 
the truth of Bible history, and merely got up for 
the purpose of covering up the unbelief of 
those who pretend to respect the Bible and its 
teachings, and at the same time condemn all 
who, like Abraham, possess slaves. It appears 
that Jacob had men-servants and maid-servants. 
We have thus noticed the practice of the patri- 
archs to show how they acted about the matter 
under consideration. We will now pass on and 
examine in w^hat manner the law of God, as 
given bv the mouth of Moses, treated the sub- 
ject of slavery. We will class the various kinds 
of servitude noticed by the great law-giver un- 
der their proper heads, so that the reader may 
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have a clear view of the whole subject. We 
will also refer to and quote at length the pas-^ 
sages, to show that we are sustained in our class- 
ification by the Scriptures. Calmet enume- 
rates six different ways in which a Hebrew 
might lose his liberty : first, in extreme poverty 
they might sell their liberty. "If thy brother 
be waxed poor, and be sold unto thee, thou,shalt 
not compel him to serve as a bond-servant." — 
(Levit. XXV, 39.) Secondly, ix father might sell 
his children. " If a man sell his daughter to be a 
maid-servant, she shall not go out as the men- 
servants, do." (Exodus xxi, 7.) Thirdly, in- 
solvent debtors became the slaves of the credi- 
tors. " Now there cried a certain of the wives 
of the propliets unto Elisha, saying, thy servant, 
my husband, is dead, and thou knowest that thy 
servant did fear the Lord ; and the creditor is 
come to take unto him mv two sous to be bond- 
men." (2 Kings iv, 1.) Fourthly, a thief, if he 
had not money to pay the fine laid on him by 
law. was to be sold for his profit whom he had 
robbed. "If a thief be found breaking up, and 
be sjnitten that he die, there shall no blood be 
shed for him: if the sun be risen upon him 
there shall be blood shed for liiiu : if he have 
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nothing, then he shall be sold for liis theft." 
(Exodus xxii, 2, 3.) Fifthly, a Hebrew was 
liable to be taken prisoner in war and sold for a 
slave. Sixthly, a IT<ibrcw slave, who had been 
ransomed from a Gentile by a Hebrew, might 
be sold by him who ransomed him to one of his 
oxon nation. He gives no proof for the two 
last modes in which Hebrews might be enslaved, 
and we pass them without any further notice, 
and go on to notice the difterent hinds of ser- 
vitude among the Hebrews. 

The Hebrews had several kinds of servants : 
First — Hebrew slaves, or bond-servants, 
who could only at the tir.st be bound six 
years, when- they were to be dismissed with 
presents from their masters; but their children 
born during their servitude, continued to be 
their master's property. If they declined to 
go free, their master, • with an awl, bored 
their ear to the door-post as a token that 
they could not thereafter have their freedom. 
"If thou buy an Hebrew servant, six years 
shall be serve, and in the seventh he shall 
go out free for nothing; if he came in by him- 
self^ he shall go oiit by himself; if he were mar- 
ried" — that is, when he was purchased — "then 
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his wife shall go out with him ; if liis master 
have given him a wife, and she have borne him 
sons or daughters, the wife and her children 
shall be her master's, and he shall go out by 
himself; and if the servant shall plainly say, I 
love my master, my wife, and my children — I 
will not go out free — then his master shall bring 
him to the judges : he shall also bring him to 
the door, or unto the door-post, and his master 
shall bore his ear through with an awl, and he 
shall serve him forever." (Ex. xxi, 2-6.) That 
is, he shall be a servant during the term of his 
natural life. This certainly is the meaning of the 
phrase in this connection, if it have any mean- 
ing at all. The parallel passage is found in 
Deut. XV, 12-18. The only addition is, that 
when the servant chose to go out he was not 
to go out empty, but was to receive liberal pre- 
sents from his master. (See verses 13 and 14.) 
"Thou shalt not let him go away empty: thou 
shalt furnish him liberally out of thy flock, and 
out of thy floor, and out of thy Avirie press." 
If a master struck a bond-servant till he died, 
he was only punished — not condemned to death. 
"If a man smite his serv;xnt,,or his maid, with 
a rod, and he die under his hand, he shall be 
surely punished; notwithstanding, if he con- 
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tinue a day oi' two, lie shall not be punished, 
for he is his money." (Exodus xxi, 20, 21.) — 
It* a master struck out an eye or a tooth of his 
servant, he was to give liira his freedom as a 
compensation. "If a man smite the eye of his 
servant, or tlie eye of liis maid, that it perish, 
lie shalHet him go free tov his eye's sake; and 
if he smite out his man-servant's tooth, or his 
maid-servant's tooth, he shall let liim go free for 
his tooth's sake." (Exodus xxi, 2G, 27.) '"If 
the ox shall push a man-servant or maid-servant, 
he shall give unto their master thirty shekels of 
:?ilver, and the ox shall be stoned." (Verse 32.) 
Maid-servants had not the right, or title, to a 
release at the return of the seventh vear, unless 
the master had defiled her, or he or his son had 
betrothed a female slave and not kept her as a 
wife, she was to liave her liberty as a compen- 
sation for tlie injury she had sustained ; but she 
was also to receive presents at lier departure 
from the house. " If a man sell his daughter 
to be a maid-servant, she shall not go out as the 
men -.servants do; if she please not her master, 
who hath betrothed her to himself, then shall he 
let her be redeemed. To sell her to a stranger 
he shall have no power, seeing ho hath dealt 
deceitfully with her ; and if he hath betrothed 
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lier unto his son, he shall deal wi jh her after the 
manner of daughters; if he take him another 
wife, her food, her raiment and her duty of 
marriage, shall be not diminished : and if he do- 
not these three unto her, then she shall go out 
free without money." (Exo. xxi, 7-11.) If she- 
choose to remain, the same ceremony of boring 
her ear with an awl must be performed as in the 
case of the man-servant who voluntarily became 
a servant for life. " And unto thy maid-servant 
shalt thoipdo likewise." (Deut. xxv, 17.) If she 
used her freedom, she was to have liberal pre- 
sents when she left. (See same chapter, 12-17.) 

Secondly — there were hired servants, or 
those who worked for a stipulated price. Their 
term of service was three years : they were a 
kind of apprentices. That this was their term 
of service, we learn from Isaiah xvi, 14. 
"Within three years, as the years of an hire- 
ling, aud the glory of Moab shall be con- 
temned." This also explains another passage of 
the Bible, viz: Deut. xv, 18. "It shall not 
seem hard unto thee, when thou sendest him 
away from thee ; for he hath been worth a dou. 
hie hired serv.ant unto thee, in serving thee six 
years." The bond-servant who served six years 
was worth double a hired servant to his master 
I 
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because his term of service was double. A liireil 
servant was not allowed to eat ot' the passover, 
and from this circumstance they must frequently 
have been descendants of other than the Jewish 
stock, "for no uncircumcised person shall eat 
thereof." (Ex. xii, 45.) "A foreigner and an 
hired servant shall not cat thereof;" (same 4Gth 
verse) — that is, of the passover. They were 
not allowed to eat of the holy things. "A 
sojourner of the priests, or an hired servant, 
shall not eat of the holy things." (Levit. xxii, 
10 ) They were to have their wages paid them 
so soon as they were due. "The wages of him 
that is hired shall not abide with thee all night 
until the morning." (Levit. xix, 13.) 

Thirdly — there Avere voluntanj servants: 
Joshua was the servant of Moses — Elisha of Eli- 
jah. There aj^pears to be some difliculty about 
the length of time some of the Hebrew bond-ser- 
vants were to serve. It appeans from Exodus 
xxi, 2, that the onlinary length of time for a 
bond-servant was six years. "Six years he 
shall serve, and in the sin enth he shall go out 
free for nothing." " As an liired servant, and 
as a sojourner, he shall be with thee, and shall 
serve thee unto the year of jubilee." (Levit. 
XXV, 40.) This seems to convey the idea that 
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the term of service extended in particular caBos 
to the year of jubilee; and tiiis occurring evejy 
fiftietli year, the term would be very long if the 
servant liappened to be sold a few years after a 
jubilee had occurred. In this cose the po!)r He- 
brew was to be treated as a hired, and not as a 
bond-servant. The reason given in the law 
seems to intimate that the master should remem- 
ber that he had been in bondage himself, and, 
from this fact, should be mild in the exercise of 
his authority. "For they are my servants, 
which I brought forth out of the land of Egypt; 
they shall not be sold as bond-men." The Is- 
raelite who was sold to a stranger, or sojourner, 
might be redeemed bv some of his relatives,if 
they were willing to do so ; or if he acquired the 
means he might redeem himself by paying the 
sum which would be considered fair for e.ach 
year up to the year of jtibilee. In case he was 
not redeemed in either of these ways, he was 
to have his freedom at the year of jubilee. — 
(See Levit. xxv, 47-55.) The probable opinion 
is, that when a Hebrew voluntarily, through 
poverty, sold himself without any specific limi- 
tation, or when he was sold for aiarger debt, 
or greater crime, he remained a slave for life, 
unless the year of jubilee intervened. 
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Fourthly — Tlie Ilobrewa, or Jews, had an- 
other class of servants who Avere proj^erly 
slaves for life. They were sold, disposed of, and 
given by will as an inheritance to their children. 
This class of slaves was not of the Hebrew 
stock. "Both thy bond-men and thy bond- 
maids, which thou shalt liave, shall be of the 
heathen that are round about you ; of t!;em 
shall ye buy bond-men and bond-maids; more- 
over, of the children of the stranger that 
do sojourn among you: of them ye shall 
buy, and of the families that are with you, 
which they begat in your land ; and they shall 
be your possession, and ye shall take them as 
an inheritance for your children after you to 
inherit them for a possession : they shall be 
your bond-men forever." (Levit. xxv, 44-46.) 
This language is too plain to be mistaken. — 
They were to be bought of the heathen ; they 
were to serve forever — that is, during the 
period of their natural life ; to be held as a pos- 
session, the real idea of property, to be trans- 
mitted to children, as an inheritance. This 
passage is rather too strong for some men. We 
then will be compelled to search out the proofs 
from the ScriiHurea, that heathens and strangers 
mean in this connection the descendants of 
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Ham, as our coromentators, to wbieh we have 
access at this time, with one exce2)tion, dodge 
the point. Dr. A. Clarke, who is usually a very- 
good expounder of difficult passages, passes 
these verses without a note. Dr. Scott, who is 
remarkable, in a general way, for his candor and 
judicious exposition of the Scriptures, has the 
following note on verses 44-46, viz: " The Is- 
raelites were permitted to keep slaves of other 
nations — jjcrhaps, in order to tyj^ify that none 
but the true Israel of God participate of that 
liberty with which Christ hath ruade his people ' 
free; but it was also allowed, in order that in 
this manner the Gentiles might become ac- 
quainted with true religion. (Gen. xvii, 10, 
13,19.) And, when the Israelites copied the 
example of their pious progenitors, there can 
be no reasonable doubt that it was overruled 
to the eternal salvation of many souls. It does 
not, however, appear from the subsequent his- 
tory, that the people availed themselves of this 
allowance to any great extent, for we read but 
little of slaves from among the Gentiles pos- 
sessed hy them." The secret why the Doctor 
4id not expound these verses with his usual 
clearness, why he used and emphasized the 
word ^^2^ermit{e:l," will be found in the fact that 
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fee was opposed to slavery. This is plain from 
Jiis note on Gen. ix, 24, 25, from which we take 
•the following sentence containing the whole se- 
*cr£t. The emphasis is our own. " God has not 
commanded us to enslave negroes, as he did 
Israel to extirpate the Canaanites ; and, there- 
fore, without doubt, ho will severely punish 
the cruel injustice." This is the reason why he 
used the word permitted instead of commanded 
in his note on Levit. xxv , 44-46. This is W'hat 
may be properly called dodging the point. We 
are forcibly reminded of a thing which every 
school-boy has noticed, viz : in reading Greek 
or Latin authors, accompanied 'with notes by 
the editor, ;^vhen we come to some really diffi- 
cult passage which needs a note of explanation 
to assist us in construing, we turn over to the 
notes, or where a note ought to be, and, behold, 
there is none ! The editor has found out that 
the passage is difficult and pursued the wisest 
plan — to keep a profound and provoking silence. 
The remark of Dr. Scott " that it w^as over- 
ruled to the eternal salvation of many souls," 
may be true ; but that is not the question now 
t)efore us- Was the buying of slaves by the 
Israelites from the heathen riffht or wro)ig ? 
This is the point to be settled. God may and 
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•does " make the wrath of man to redound to his 
praise." (Psahns Ixxvi, 10.) But that by no 
means proves that the men are innocent when 
they fulfill the purposes of God. This we have 
shown clearly in the case of the crucifixion of 
Christ. Good may come out of slavery, but 
that does not prove it to be right. The ques- 
tion now for every rational man to settle is, 
did God command the Israelites to buy slaves 
of the heathen? If He did not condemn the 
]:..actice, and class it in His law witli murder, 
theft and idolatry, iand similar offences, who, 
dare rise up and say that the holding of slaves 
is a sin in itself, and thus presumptuously dare to 
correct God Himself? 

From Exodus xxii, 3, we learn that a man 
who was guilty of theft, and was too poor to 
make restitution, was to be sold for his theft. 
This is a wise and righteous law, and is not 
condemned by any one as an unjust punishment 
for the crime. It is admitted, then, that men 
may by crime forfeit their liberty, be punished 
for it, and no injustice done them. All the 
penitentiaries, work-houses and jails, are a proof 
of this fact. Why, then, is it Avrong to enslave 
the descendants of Ham, when they have been 
adjudged by Jehovah Himself to perpetual 
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servitude for their father'^s sin ? Ham was 
guilty of death, as we have shown, and it was 
a relaxation of the punishment, or, rather, a 
commutation of it, that slavery was inflicted on 
his posterity rather than immediate death. We 
will now return to the immediate point of the 
subject of consideration, and here we will quote 
the note of Matthew Henry on- Levit. xxv, 44- 
46. "They," that ia, the Israelites, "might 
purchase bondmen of the heathen nations that 
were round about them, or of those strangers 
that sojourned among them, (except of those 
seven nations that were to be destroyed,) and 
might claim a dotninion over them, and entail 
them upon their families, as an inheritance ; for 
the year of jubilee should give no discharge to 
them. (46th verse.) Now this authority, which 
they had over the bondmen they purchased 
from the neighboring nations, was in pursuance 
of the blessing of Jacob, (Gen. xxvii, 29,) let 
people serve thee?'' This is the declaration of a 
man who was an Englishman, and who had no 
syi^ipathy with the system of slavery, as is plain 
from his own words. The sentence is found in 
the siirae note we have quoted, and is as fol- 
lows : " Thus, in our English plantations, the 
negroes only are used as slaves : how much to 
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the credit of Christianity, I shall not say." The 
Ayriter would not say how far the credit of 
Christianity was injured by the practice of ne- 
gro slavery as it then existed in the English colo- 
nies, now called the United States, but still he 
would not say that the system of slavery, as 
recognized by the law of Moses, in Levit. xxv, 
44-46, was very similar to it. So, that, one 
expositor, at least, understands Moses as we do, 
and does not attempt to pervert it, or obscure 
the meaning of the text, or divert the mind of 
the reader from the plain meaning of the law 
by drawing off his attention to another point 
altogether, viz : the assumed historical fact that 
the Israelites did not avail themselves of this 
allowance to any great extent. " Slavery, uni- 
versally, in the ancient world, was recognized 
by the Mosaic institutions." Again — "The 
condition of foreign slaves was less favorable ; 
whether captives taken in war, purchased, or 
born in the family, their servitude was per- 
petual." (Milraan's History of the Jews, vol. 
i, pp. 105, 106.) We need not multiply testi- 
mony on this point, as it is plain to every reader 
of his Bible, who desires to know the truth. 
" Both thy bond-men and thy bond-maids, 
which thou shalt have, shall be of the Jieathen 
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about you." (Levit. xxv, 44.) Probably the 
term heathen'''' may need some explanation. 
It seems to be coniineil, in the law of Moses, to 
tlie descendants of Ham, including the Canaan- 
ites, who were to be destroyed by the Israel- 
ites. There were seven nations of these to be 
destroyed. The Israelites were to make no 
covenants of peace with these devoted nations ; 
to contract no matrimonial alliances with them, 
but utterly to destroy them. (See Deut. vii, 
1-5.) They gradually executed the purpose of 
God against the Canaanites, with 07ie exception, 
Tiz : the Gibeonites, who obtained a league of 
peace with Israel by a crafty plot — by lying and 
making them believe that they were not of the 
Canaanitish tribe. For this deception Joshua 
pronounced the curse of slavery upon them, as 
the jninishment of their sin. " Now, therefore, 
ye are cursed, and there shall none of you be 
freed from being bond-men, and hewers of wood 
and drawers of water for the house of my 
God." (See Joshua ix, 5-37.) This tribe was 
not only adjudged to slavery, but, terrible to 
think! they were to be the slaves about the 
house of God. This is another example of the 
judicial curse of Jehovah consigning the Gibeon- 
ites to slavery for their sin. They deserved 
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death — were devoted to destruction, but God 
commuted the punishment for the sake of the 
oath of tlie elders of Israel. The word heathen, 
in other parts of the Bible, seems to ijiean, or 
rather include, all people not of the Jewish 
stock. The words "nations," "Gentiles," 
"heathen," are all the same in the original. 
Still, Moses, in the book of Genesis, x, 5, uses 
the word expressly in ap]»Ucation to the descend- 
.ants of Jai)heth, or the white races. "By 
these," that is, by the sons of Javan, "were the 
isles of the Goitiles divided in their lands." 
"Isles of the Gentiles evidently denote Asia 
Minor and the whole of Europe, which were 
peopled by descendants of Japheth." (Calraet.) 
And as the descendants of Shem were not au- 
thorized to enslave the posterity of Japheth, but 
both were empowered to take servants or slaves 
of the descendants of Ham, we are compelled 
to conclude that the term "heathen," iu Levit, 
XXV, 4-t, was designed to apply only to the 
descendants of Ham. That the term " heathen" 
is intended to describe the descendants of Ham 
more particularly, and that it is so used also by 
the authoi'ized translation, is evident from 2d 
Kings xxi, 2, where it is said that Manasseh 
"did that ^ Mch was evil in the sight of the 
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Lord, after the abominations of Tin: iiEATiiEy, 
whom the Lord cast out ijefouk the ehiklren of 
Israel.'* (See the j)arallel — 2 Chron. xxxiii, 2.) 

Xow to settle the point before us. Let the 
reader ask himself— What nations did the Lord 
cast out before Israel ? Evidently, the Canaan- 
ites, who were beyond dispute the descendants 
of Ham. But the seven nations to be destroyed 
did not uiclude even all the descendants of Ca- 
naan, for he had ten or eleven sons, from whom 
sprang so many distinct nations, or tribes. (See 
Gen. X, 15-20.) It is certain that the Sidonians, 
or Pha;necians, were the posterity of Canaan, 
and they were not destroyed by the Israelites, 
for they were not included in the number to be 
exterminated : they also dwelt near to the land 
of Canaan. There was also the family, or tribe, 
of the llamathites, who dwelt to the north of 
Palestine. Of these heathen nations the He- 
brews might purchase slaves. The term stran- 
ger, as used ui the 4.5th verse, must also be 
understood as the synonym of heathen, in the 
44th verse. This is plain from the fact that the 
Hebrews were not allowed "to vex or oppress 
the stranger." (See Exodus xxiii, 0 ; Levit. 
xix, .33, .34.) These strangers must have jjeea 
the descendants of Esau and Ishmael — the Ida- 
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means and Arabians, and not of the Cushite or 
Canaanitish stock. Unless this be the true ex- 
l)osition of the matter, the law cannot be saved 
from not only apparent but real contradiction. 

There is one other point which requires notice 
before we leave the subject of Jewish slavery. 
The Jews were not allowed to deliver a fugitive 
slave to a Iieathcn master. "Thou shalt not 
deliver unto his master the servant which is es- 
caped from his master unto thee ; he shall dwell 
with thee, even among you in that i)lace which 
he shall choose in one of thy gates where it 
likelh him best: thou shalt not -oppress him." 
(Deut. xxiii, 15, 16.) Dr. A. Clarke, who was 
no friend of slavery, says, in his note on the loth 
verse — " Thou shalt not deliver the servant 
which is esmped toito thee — that is, a servant 
who left an idolatrous master, that he might 
join himself to God and to his people. In any 
other case it would have been injustW^e to have 
harbored the runaway." " We cannot suppose 
that this law required the Israelites to entertain 
slaves who had robbed their masters, or left 
their service without cause, but such only as 
were cruelly treated and fled to them for pro- 
tectioh^especially from the neighboring na- 
tions,^?-— (Scott.) So that Scott, with all his 
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abhorrence for slavery, could not in ibis case 
refuse to give a proper interpretation of tlie 
passage. But the Bible is the best interpreter 
of itself. We have an example illustrating our 
view of the passage in 1st Samuel xxx, 11-18. 
It appears that the Amalekites had invaded and 
burnt the town cilled Ziklag. In the absence 
of the m&les they had carried off all the women 
and children as captives of war. Among the 
women they had taken David's wives. He with 
his men pursued the marauders. They found 
an Egyptian almost famished ; but, on his receiv- 
ing some nourishment, liis spirit came again, or, 
he revived. On being asked by David who he 
was, and to M'hom he belonged, he replied : " I 
am a young man of Egypt, servant to an Amal- 
ckite, and my master left me, because three 
days ago I fell sick." (Verse 13.) David soon 
discovered that he possessed the knowledge he 
desired to obtain, hence he asks him — "Canst 
thou bring me down to this company ? And he 
said, swear unto mu by God that thou wilt 
neither kill me, nor deliver me into the hands 
of my master, and I will bring thee down to this 
company." (Verse 15.) Here, then, was a ser- 
Taut giving the necessary information to the 
enemy of his master. He belonged to an idol- 
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ator, and thought that it was necessavy to se- 
cure liis life ^ncl liberty by an oath from David. 
This illustrates the true meaning of the law. 
Besides, the Bible no where encourages slaves 
to run away from their masters: when they do 
run away, they are required to retui*n. This is 
clearly the teaching of the Bible, from the fact 
that the angel of the Lord said to Hagar, when 
she fled from her mistress, " Return to thy mis- 
tress, and submit thyself under her hands." 
(Gen. xvi, 9.) And Paul sent Onesimus back to 
Philamon. (See his Ejnstle to Philamon.) We 
learn another fact, incidentally, from the history 
we have here recorded. [1 Sam. xxx.] That is, 
it was customary for the Amalekites to own 
slaves. The Amalekites were descendants of 
Esau, one of the sons of Isaac, from the stock 
of Shem, [see Gen. xxxvi, 10] and this servant 
w^as an Egyptian, of the stock of Ham, thus 
showing that it was the custom of the children of 
Shem and Japheth to take their servants from 
the descendants of Ham, or the black race. 

There is still another proof that slavery was 
not treated as a sin in itself^ derived from the 
moral law. Now, it is admitted by all who re- 
ceive the Bible, that the law called the ten cjaiU- 
maDdmcnts is moral; that it is not temporary in 
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its provisions, l)ut if. is biii'.ling on men in all 
ayX'S and luider all circnnistancos. Tliis is ad- 
mittod v.'itli one sii'ijle c\e(']>tion: lliat is, so 
much of tlie fourth comiriandinent as relates to 
the particular day uliich is to be observed as 
the Sabbath. It enjoins the i^rrc/ifh day as tlie 
one to be observe*], wliereas most of ilio 
Chi'istian world (diserves the Jh-t^f day of the 
Avoek as the Chrii-tian Sabbath, Still, all admit 
the iiioviilUj bindini^ iiature of tiie injunction, or 
law, to observe oiie-ficrrnf/i of our time as a 
day iioly to (rod. The tenth oomniandment 
certainly recofjnizes the relation of master and 
slave \vhen it f(jr1»ids us to covet the man-ser- 
vant or maid-sei'vant of our neighbor. "Thou 
shalt not covet thy neighbor's house ; thou shalt 
not covet tliy neighboi's wife, nor bis man-ser- 
vant, nor his maid-sei'vant, Jior his ox, nor his 
ass, nor anything that is thy neighbor's." [EIxo- 
dus XX, ] 7.] Covetousness and possession, or 
ownership, arc correlative or corresponding 
ideas. Dr. D wight, (Theology, vol iii, p. 520) 
defines the covetousness which is here forbidden 
to be, "the propensity forbidden in it is covet- 
ousness — an inordinate desire of worldly en- 
joyments; and, particidarly, an inordinate desire 
of such enjoyments when in the possession of 
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otiici'.s." It is impossible for me to covet or de- 
sire iny noiglibor's wife unless he lias one; so I 
cannot inordinately desire to enjoy iny neigh- 
Lor's lionso unless he has or owns a house. I 
cannot covet a vf-.ntcd house; it is not the renter\s 
property; if I covet the honsf, T covet it as the 
property of the owner. On tiie same j>rinciplo 
I cannot pro])erly covet a hired servant. It 
appears that possession, or ownership, and cov- 
etousness go togetlier. Why, then, we ask, 
was this incorporated into the iixind code, and 
l)roi)erty in slaves recognized hy Jehovah, if the 
relation is essentially and morally wrong in it- 
self? Such seems, to us, to be the teachings of 
the Old Testament on this vexed (piestion. But 
the objector comes in with the plea that some 
things were allowed by Jehovah under the Jew- 
ish dis])ensation, which are prohibited under the 
Christian, or New Testament. Among these 
things which were allowed, but now forbidden 
in the New Testament, are polygamy and 
slavery. Let us then examine into these two 
things, and see wherein they were alike and 
wlierein they differ. 
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OIIAITER VI. 

AIT EXAMIN'.V 0^r OP POLYGAMY A^D SLAVERY IN THE 
LTfillT OF : HB 1J1HLK. ARE THEY TUEATE/> ALIKE I!Y 
TUB BIIU ': ? 

Tlio iinportanoG of tliis suljjoct must Ije ap- 
parel'.' to every one who has informed liimsclf 
on t'.o vexed question of slavery. Tiie oppo- 
nerts of slavery have classed the two things to- 
gr' cher — have eliaraetcrized them as the two 
' plague spots of our national character." If 
they are alike — if they were hoth eomiived at 
under the Jewisli and Patriarchal disj»onsations, 
and both condemned under tlse Xew Testament 
dispensation — then the conclusion that slavery 
should be abandoned as a sin in itself, is irresist- 
able; and, in this view of the matter, every 
Christian, who now owns slaves, should free 
them immediately. It will be our aim, in the 
present cha|»tcr, to examine tlie validity of this 
position. We have already shown, in the last 
chapter, that tlie inspired writers of the Old 
Testament did not condemn slavery as a sin in 
itself; so far from doing this, the law, on the 
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contrary, laid down regulations by -\vliich tlio 
matter was to be treated — recognized the rela- 
tion as lawful and right, and ev^'n authorized 
the Jews to purc])ase, hold, and entail them as 
nn " inheritance " on their children. The law 
recognized them as iiropcrt]! ; for, when a man 
s?note his servant or his maid with n rod, and 
lie died under his hand, the master was to be 
punished ; notwithstanding, if immediate death 
did not follow, and the servant lingered for a 
day or two, the master was not liable to be pim- 
ished, atid the reason given in the laiv is the 
truism that he is his master's jn'operty. " For 
he is his money." (Exodus xxi, 22.) Such, 
then, was the treatment of slavery by (lio law 
of Moses. 

The (juestion then arises — Did the writers of 
the Old Testament trent jiolygamy as a sin in 
itself? Was it forbidden by any direct law on 
the subject,? A considerable number of theo- 
logical writers have labored to show that it was 
expressly prohibited in the Old Testament, and 
at the same time admit that Abraham,. " the 
friend of God," "the father of the faithful," 
David, " the man after God's own heart," and 
Solomon, " the wisest man," were polygamists. 
In sustaining this view of the matter all kinds 
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of twi^ifinfj niid scrowiDfj have boci) cmplovcd 
to tortnro tho S('rij)tnre-? and make tlioin sus- 
tain tlu' contradictory oftiiiions tliat tho iJihlo 
forhi'ls tho }>ractico, and, at. tho sanu- fitno, the 
}»ost of men is indiilgod in it without reproof, 
Tlio real truth of the matter seems Ut ho that it 
was reeoficnized in the hnv and regulated, and 
fiot forbidden, for tlie main ))assaire on which the 
advocates of the theory wo are comltattinij rely, 
fseoms, after all, from its readinir, the context and 
the atitfioriscd translation, to he simply a trr/if- 
liithm nf oftf feature of the subject. Tlie pas- 
sage is Levit. wiii, Jh.- "Neither slialt thou 
take a wife to her sister, to vex her, to uncover 
her nakedness besifh's the other in her lifo- 
time/' The fnaririnal read ini,' of tlie phrase, "a 
wife to her sister,'' is "one wife to another." 
The textutd readinsx ijives the true readirit,' and 
tl?e ftroper sense ; and, if it have any meaTiing 
at all, it means that a n an was not alh)wed to 
marry tira f>i.<ti'rt< at the f^nmo t'nnc. The j)oIy- 
ganiist might liave more than one wife, but ho 
was not aMowed to take but nnf from tlie mim 
family at the .f/wc time. This appears to be 
the natural and plain interpretation of the pas- 
sage. The reason of the prohibition is, it would 
w.c the other. The limifafion is the life-time. 
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Some of tlie hci^t oxpopitorss ^ive lliis iiitorjirct- 
atioM of tiK' pnfsnf^c, nnd wc hope to tn.'ike the 
\i?liol(' matter plain 1»orore wo coiiclOdc. In or- 
der, tlien, tliat we niny have a clear view of the 
whole matter, we must not confomi'l the laws of 
Gofl as beinfr founded precisely on tfio same 
tliini^; lienee all intelligent writers find that 
there must l»e distinctions made, and the laws 
of the liiltle must, like other statutes, l>e classi- 
fied under their prrtper heads. They, then, 
generally make the three followinL' distinctions, 
viz: 

Ffresl- Cf,Ass. — Sncl) as w; ■ " v^r?/ {/net 
hffff. To this class belong all ■ 'af 

laws — "a system f»f positive ))recepts resp< '•^'^ 
the external worsliip of God in the Old Testa* 
ment church — chiefly designed to typify Christ 
as then to come and to lead them (the Jews) to 
the knowledge of the way of salvation tlirough 
)iim." [Ilehrcws x, 1.] They principally re- 
spected sacred person?!, places and things, the 
offering of sacrifices, tlie appointment of the 
Aaronic priesthood, and Jerusalem as the place 
only where sacrifices could bo acceptably ofTered 
to Jehovah. These wcfe intended to bo in 
fdrce till the advent of Christ. They were 
Obligatory on the Jews till that period. Having 
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Riilyscrvod flio ptirprtsc of their ti)ii})ornrif nn^l 
Avvr^ oTinctiuonf, tlioy nrc r('[»cnlf'<l nnd <'('n«(-Hl 
at (lio <1(>ntl) of Clirist to Iio lMf)(lin<j on the 
.Tews or any other nntion receiviii<r tlie Hible ns 
the revealed will of (4o(l. U'ulerfliis liead may 
bo ela«5f5(Ml pome of llie Jutth^hit Inwf of the 
Jewish nation, as they were a nation separate 
and (listinet from all others: of this kind were 
those which eonc<!rned the redetnption of tlieir 
morfira^ed estates — [fievit, xxv, IM;) the rest- 
ing of their land every seventh year — [Pj.vodu.s 
xxiii, 11 the aj>pointment of the cities of 
refurje for the matislayer — [Numbers x^xv, 
the npf»earinc; of their males before the Lord at 
Jerusalem three tifnes in the year — [f)eut. xvi, 
10;] and laws of a similar nature. SonuMsftlio 
Juitirhif laws of the Jews are fcmnded in the 
hw of nature; that is, they are founded oti tho 
princifiles of perjK'tual equity, eotnmon to all 
nations, and are still of bindini; forre. The 
best laws of eivilized or Christian nations nro 
foimded on the same general prificiples of those 
of the Afosaie eeonotny. 

SFfv>.vi» Cf-Ass,— To this belong suoh lawfl ns 
are called nnturnt mnntf Ifiws. The tertn moral, 
when afti»lif'd to tho law of Ond by f heologiiitis 
and moral philosophers, means that which is 
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porpofually Itiiiding, in opposition to tliat which 
is only binding for n time. The Docnlognc, or 
Ten Oojuinfindnu'.nts, nrc goncrnlly ranged un- 
der the nafi'raf iiun-iff hr.vs of (»od ; they grow 
out of the very nature of (^od nnd man, and 
their relations to caeli other. So long as God 
remains (»o<l a»id man remains Ifis rational and 
responsible ereatnre, these laws wi'il be the rule 
of duty to man. We cannot conceive of the 
time or the place where it would not be the duty 
of men to reverence and loye God. Idolatry 
can never be right so long as .Tehovah remains 
the linler of the World, as it is rebellion against 
Ilim and treas(»n against heaven. The eonsent 
of the parties engaged in the crime of adultery, 
theft or lying can never make siich things right. 
All the laws of the Decalogue are iiiorat mtttt- 
r<i1^ unb'ss it be that portion of the fourth com- 
mandment which relates to the(/</// of the week 
which is to be observed as the Sabbath. It re- 
quires the frvcnt/i day to be kept holy, whereas 
the large majonty of Christendom observe the 
first day as the Sabbath or day of rest. Still 
thift does not invalidate the position that ovc- 
svvcuth of our time ia to b(f Mfet apart for reli- 
gious puri)oses. The obligation of mhral na- 
tural laws is derived or grows out of the very 
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nature of things — the existence of God, his sov- 
ereignty over his creatures, and the existence 
of man as a rational, moral and responsible be- 
ing of Jehovah. Then unless God's nature is 
changed, or he absolves man from his allegiance 
and responsibility to Him, the moral law of the 
ten commandments is binding on all men of all 
ages and nations, at all times and under all cir- 
cumstances. 

Thirdly. — There is still another class of 
moral law s. These are technically called positive 
moral laws. The reason why they are called 
positive, and thus distinguished from natural 
moral laws, is, they do not derive their author- 
ity from the nature of things, but solely from 
the explicit command of God. The intermar- 
riage of near relatives in the early ages of the 
world's liistory, is ranked or classified under 
this head. Thus in the family of Adam, broth- 
ers and sisters must have intei-married with 
eac h other. The practice existed after the flood, 
fov we find from Genesis xx, 12, that Sarah, the 
wife of Abraham, was his half sister. Abime- 
lech asked Abraham why he denied that Sarah 
was his wife, and said that she was his sister. In 
justification of his conduct, and attempting to 
excuse the deception he had practiced on Abim- 
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elecli, Abraham replied, Iridesd she is my sis- 
er; shfe is the daughter of my father, but not 
the .daughter of my mother, and she became my 
wife." This connexion must have been lawful, 
and hence there could be no wafwra/ immorality 
in such connexions, or God would never have 
suffei'ed suqh a thing to exist, but would have 
forbidden it as he did idolatry, profaneness or 
adultery. Such connexions are now unlawful, 
for God has expressly forbidden the intermar- 
riage of those Avho are "near of kin" to, each 
other. [See Leviticus xviii : 6-17.} The very 
relation in which Abraham stood to Sarah be- 
fore their marriage is specified in the 9th verse 
as an unlawful connexion. The nakedness of 
thy/ sister, the daughter of thy father, or. the 
daughter of thy mother, whether she be born, 
at home or born abroad, even their nakedness 
thou shalt not uncover. To marry any of the 
connexions mentioued in Leviticus, at this time, 
is a violation of a law called positive morale 

In all ages, aniong civilized, or, rather, Chris- 
tian nations, the law recorded in the 18th chap- , 
ter of Leviticus, is the foundation of all legisla- 
tion regulating the, marriage of near kindred. 
They treat the marriage of those who marry 
within the degrees here forbidden, as illegal and 

K * ' ■ . ' 



-122 



POLYGAjrr AND SLAVERY. 



incestuous. This distinction of tho laws of God, 
where there is a real difference, is necessary in 
orden to prevent confusion. All distinguished 
theologians which we have consulted, make the 
same distinction. Fisher, a Scotcji divine, in 
his eJiplanation of the Shorter Catechism, part 
2d, pages 9-21, lays down this point clearly. 
Dr. Dick, another Scotch divine, has written a 
number of lectures on theology. It is a stand- 
ard work. He maintains the same opinion in 
"Lecture 102, on the Law of God." Dr. Ash- 
bel Green (Lectures on the Shorter Catechism, 
vol. 1, pp. 251-2) niiakes the following remarks 
on the subject, viz: 

"The laws of God, for the governnjent of 
men, have some of them been temporary and 
local, and some of perpetual obligation. The 
ceremonial and judicial laws of tho Jews were, 
during the continuance of the Mosaic economy, 
perfectly obligatory on that people — as much so 
as the precepts of the decalogue. But they were 
local hnd temporary. They never were binding 
on any other people beside the Jews; and not 
binding on them after the advent of the Mes- 
siah. They were given foY a particular purpose ; 
that purpose has been accomplished, and the 
divine legislator who enacted has repealed them, 
and they are no longer laws.* 
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"But there are other laws of God, which are 
of perpetual and universal obligation. - These 
, are called moral laws, But here again there is 
a distinction which deserves to be noticed. 
Some of these laws are technically denominated 
moral natural and others moral positive. Laws 
naturaUy moral are those which seem to derive 
their obligation from the very nature of things, 
inasmuch as you cannot conceive that they 
should be obligatory, while the relations exist 
to which they refer. Thus you (iannot conceive 
that a rational and moral being should exist and 
not be under obligation to reverence his crea- 
tor; you cannot conceive that it should be law- 
ful for such a creature to disregard and revile 
- the infinitely great and good author of his 
being. V i 

"On the other hand, laws jt)ose7iye?y »2oraZ 
derive their obligation not from the nature of 
things, but solely from the explicit command of 
Ood. Thus the intermarriage of brothers and 
sisters must once haye been lawful; and if so, 
there is no natural immorality in such a connex- 
ion; But this connexion has been forbidden by 
God from a very early.period of the world, and 
is therefore now a violation of a law called moral 
positive.^^ 
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There is no evidenne in the Bible that such 
marriages were expressly forbidden until the 
law was given by Moses. Those principles seem 
to be sound; the position is correct; the dis- 
tinction of laws clear. The intermarriage of 
near relations is understood not to have been 
unlawful — not naturally itnmoral — but is now 
positively immoral because God has forbidden 
such marriages. This- appears to us to be cor- 
rect doctrine in accordance with the facts of the 
case. Now, on the same principle, \sq. contend 
that polygamy is a similar case. There is no 
natural immorality in such a connection, or God 
would not have suffered such pious men as 
Abraham, David and Solomon to fall into such 
enormities, and live in them without rebuke or 
censure, He jrebuked David for his adultery 
and the murder of Uriah, by the prophet Na^ 
than, and pronounced the punishment of the 
crimes of murder and adultery against him. 
"The sword shall never depart from thy house." 
[2d Sam., ch. 11 and 12.] The law treated it as 
adultery in this case because Uriah was still liv- 
ing when the crime was committed ; bat there 
is not owe word of reproctf against David when 
Kabal, the Carmelite, was dead, and he took 
Abigal for his wife, in addition to " Ahinoam, 
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the Jezerelitess." Yet, if polygamy was foroid- 
den, it would have been adviltery in that case, as 
well as in that of Bath-sheba. It was regulated ., 
in one feature as we have shown. [See Levit. 
Xviii, 15.] "There is no natural immorality in 
such a connection." But, this connection has 
been forbidden in the New Testament, and is, 
therefore, now, a violation of a law called moral 
positive. This view of the matter seems to re- 
lieve the whole subject of many of the great 
difficulties, with which it is surrounded, on the 
supposition that it was prohibited under the 
former dispensation. The view we have taken 
of it is in accordance with the facts of the case. 
We will here introduce the testimony of Dr. 
Dick, to whose lectures on theology we have 
already referred. He makes the follpwiag te- 
marks on the subject of polygamy. [Lecture 
105 — commentary on the seventh .command- 
inent.] "As only a single pair was created, it 
appears to have been the intention of their 
Maker that a man should have only one wife, 
find a wife only one husband. In this manner 
Malachi explains the fact when he says, 'And 
did he not make one?' — namely, one woman — 
* yet he had the residue of the Spirit.' ' And 
wherefore one ? That he might seek a Godly 
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seed.' [Mai. ii, 15.] Yet, we know tliat poly- 
gamy was introduced at an early period, that it 
was practised by the patriarchs and other pious 
men, and that it was recognized by the law of 
Moses, and subjected to regulation. If it was 
not properly approved, it was tolerated, and we 
must conclude that at that period there was not 
such moral evil in it, if it was at all sinful, as 
was inconsistent with a state of salvation. The 
case is finally decided by our Saviour, who has 
forbidden polygamy. It now admits of no 
apology; and if a man, professing to be a 
Christian, should take to himself more wives 
than one, he would not only incur the i)enalty 
of human laws, but expose himself to the dis- 
pleasure of Heaven." 
f^rom this extract it will be seen that Dr. 
Dick had some doubts about the sinfulness of 
the practice, for the law of Moses regulated^ 
but did not expressly forbid it. The Patriarchs 
iind other pious men practised it without re- 
buke. If we then view it in the same light with 
the intermarriage of near relation."?, there is 
nothing naturally immoral in such connec- 
tion ; but such connections are now forbidden, 
and are consequently a violation of a moral 
positive law. i If we take this view of the sub- 
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ject of polygamy, all things are plain ; but take 
the ground that the connection was in itself 
sinful, and the Bible is a mass of contradictions 
— prohibiting a thing that is sinful in itself, yet 
never uttering one word of censure against the 
practice. It will be said, in reply to this vieAV 
of the subject, that good men often committed 
sin, and we are not, therefore, to follow their 
■example. Thus Noah was a good man — the 
only righteous man before God in his genera- 
tion — and still he was drunk; we might, there- 
fore, argue from this that drunkenness was no 
sin. Abraham sacrificed the truth by saying 
that Sarah was his sister instead of his icife, 
and, therefore, we might argue that lying was 
no sin. David was guilty of adultery and mur- 
der, but he was " aman after God's own heaH 
therefore, there is no sin in such things. We 
have stated these things in their full latitude 
because they are often brought forward by the 
opponents of slavery to show that it, although 
practised by the patriarchs and pious men of 
old, is a sin, and adduce the examples which we 
have already stated as parallel cases, Now the 
question is — are they parallel ? Do the Scrip- 
tures of the Old Testament class slavery with 
drunkenness, lying, murder and adultery ? Are 
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not these last treated and condemned as sin, 
while the other is authorised and laws laid down 
for the government of the master and slave ? 
This is the correct statement of the whole mat- 
ter. We have shown that slavery waf. not con- 
demned by the writers of the Old Testament. 
We will now show that lying, drunkenness, 
murder and adultery were all expressly con- 
demned ; that these sins of good men, such as 
Noah, Solomon, and David, were written for 
our warning., and not for our imitation. The 
sixth, seventh and ninth commandments con- 
demn these sins ; of course, we do not say that 
they were, or are, unpardonable, but they re- 
quire deep penitence and humiliation, and such 
is the recorded fact about David. The fifty-first 
Psalm Avas written after the commission of his 
crime, and is usually called a penitential Psalm. 
This is plain from the title of the Psalm : " A 
Psalm of David, when Nathan, the prophet, 
came unto him, after he had gone in to Bath- 
sheba." "Have mercy upon me, O Lord, 
according to thy loving kindness; according 
unto the multitude of thy tender mercies blot 
ont my transgressions. Wash me thoroughly 
from mine iniquity, and cleanse me from my sin, 
for I acknowledge my transgressions, and ray 
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sin is ever before me. Against thee only have 
I sinned, and done this evil in thy sight." 
[Psalm li, 1-4. j There was evidently a wide 
difference in the case of his taking "Abigail, the 
Carmelitess," Avhen Nabal, her husband, was 
dead, in addition to "Ahinoam, the Jezerelitess," 
and his taking Bath sheba. In the one case there 
was no reproof given ; in the other he was 
charged with the crimes of adultery and mur- 
der. This shows conclusively that polygamy 
was not treated as adultery under the Old Tes- 
tament dispensation. By the law of Moses a 
drunkard was to be stoned to death. [Deut. 
xxi, 20, 21] "If the parents shall say to the 
elders of the city. This, our son, is stubborn and 
I'ebellious, he is a glutton and a drunkard, and 
all the men of his city shall stone him with 
stones that he die." [See also Proverbs xxiii, 
29, 30.] " Woe unto them that rise up early in 
the morning that they may follow strong drink, 
that continue until night till wine inflame thera." 
[Isaiah v, 11.] Besides all this, the apostle [1st 
Corinthians vi, 10] says expressly : "Drunkards 
shall not inherit the Kingdom of God." In 
Gal. V, 19-21, the same thing is said. We, 
of course, understand these passages as teaching 
that the habitual drunkard is excluded from 
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Heaven. A man may be overtaken in sin, re- 
pent, reform and obtain forgiveness; but so 
long as n man continues a drunkard lie is ex- 
cluded from the happiness of the blessed. 
Murder is expressly forbidden in the sixth com- 
mandment; lying is proliibited in the ninth. 
Moreover, there was an express law forbidding 
falsehood. " Ye shall not steal, neither deal 
falsely, neither lie one to another." [Levit. xix, 
11.] "All liars shall have their portion in the 
lake that burneth with fire and brimstone." 
[Rev. xxi, 8.] " There shall in no wise enter 
into Heaven anything that defileth, or worketh 
abomination, or that maketh a lie." [See verse 
22, same chapter.] After this examination of 
the matter, then, who dare say that slavery is 
classed in the Scriptures with drunkenness, ly- 
ing, murder and adultei-y ? Do you dare say 
that God approved the sins of good men ? We 
have been thus full on these points, as this is a 
favorite theme for the sophist and disturber of the 
peace of communities to dwell on. We have at 
tempted to show that there is no parallel between 
the two cases compared. But, it is assumed that 
slaver^is a sin m itself ; then, it is classed with 
sins which are acknowledged by all to be con- 
demned. The premises are false — at least one 
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branch of the premises — and, of course, tlie 
conchision is equally false. 

It only remains now for us to show that poly- 
gamy is prohibited in the New Testament, 
The passage in which it is understood that po- 
lygamy is forbidden is found in Matthew xix, 
3-9, inclusive. The Pharisees proposed a ques- 
tion to Christ for the purpose of entangling 
him — to render him obnoxious to the Jews by 
getting him to decide against the law of Moses. 
"Is it lawful for a nian to put away his wife for 
every 'cause?'" The immediate point which 
they wished Him to decide was the lawfulness 
or unlawfulness of divorce. This He settled by 
referring to the original institution of marriage, 
that at the beginning God created them male 
and female. " And said, for this cause shall a 
man leave father and mother, and shall cleave 
unto his wife; and the twain shall be one flesh; 
wherefore, they are no more twain, but one 
flesh. What, therefore, C4od hath joined to- 
gether, let no man put asunder." They under- 
stood that by this construction He condemned 
the provision of the Mosaic law, which allowed 
them to divorce or put a\vay their wives. 
They, therefore, ask Hira, "Why did Moses 
then command to give a writing of divorcement, 
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and to put her away ? " He replies — " Moses, 
because of the hardness of your liearts, suffered 
you to put away your wives ; but from the be- 
ginning it was not so." The following verse 
(9th) contains the prohibition of polygamy. 
" Whoever shall put away his wife, except it be 
for fornication, and shall marry another, coni- 
mitteth adultery ; and whoso marrieth her which 
is put away doth commit adultery." Whoever, 
therefore, shall put away his wife, except for the 
reason or for the commission of the crime of 
fornication, and shall marry another, is an adul- 
terer, because his former wife is 5^/7/ living. He 
would not be guilty of adultery if polygamy 
were still innocent, for this state of things al- 
ways contemplates the existence ©f two or more 
wives at the same time. 

Christ, then, by this interpretation, or authori- 
tative decision, has made polygamy a state of 
continued adultery. All that is necessary to 
constitute a man a polygamist, according to this 
<.4ecision, is, that he put away his wife without 
just cause — that she be living at the time of his 
second marriage. Neither is it necessary that 
the parties should be living together, for the 
man that marries the woman who is thus put 
away, commits adultery because her former 



POIiYOAMY AND PLAVERY. 133 

husband is still living. This is, obviously, the 
meaning of the ninth verse. There are tvi-o* 
causes in the IsTew Testament for which a mam 
may, lawfully, demand and obtain a divorce : 
that is, infidelity on the part of the wife, 6r 
adultery. The woman has the same right where 
her husband is unfaithful, or is guilty of adul- 
tery. The other cause of divorce is the %oilful 
desertion of either of the parties. " If the un- 
believing depart, let him depart. A brother or 
a sister is not under bondage in such cases. 
But God hath called us to peace." [1st Cor. 
vii, 15.] For either of these two causes a man 
may obtain a divorce from his wife, or a woman 
from her husband, and the innocent party marry 
the second time and not be guilty of adultery, 
although the other party may be still living. 
Dr. Dwight gives, substantially, the same inte^. 
pretation of Matthew xix, 3-9. He says, "Po- 
ly gamy is forbidden in (this) the text. H^e^iJ 
the man who puts away his wife, and marrifs! 
another, is declared to commit, adultery. In 
what does this adultery consist ? Certainly not 
in putting away the former wife. A man may, 
obvioqsly, leave his wife, or a woman her hus- 
band, and yet neither of them be at all guilty 
of this sin. The adultery^ thienj consists in the 
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fact that the marl marries a second.wife, while 
the first is living. But, this is ahvaj's done in 
polygamy. Polygamy is, therefore, a continued 
state of adultery. [Theology, vol. 3, p. 420.] 
Whereyer the subject of marriage is spoken of, 
either as a doctrine or precept, there is no inti- 
mation that marriage is to be between more 
than one man and one woman at the same time. 
The terms husband and wife are always used 
by the writers of the New Testament — not 
husbands and loiveti — ^in the singidar, and not 
in the plural number, when the subject of mar- 
riage is under discussion. "It is good for a 
man not to touch a woman ; nevertheless, to 

; avoid fornication, let every man have his own 
wife, and let every woman have her own hus- 
bands [1st Cor. vii, 1-5.] The qualification 
•of a bishop is that he " must be blameless — the 
fvusbahd of one wifey [1st Tim. iii, 1-Y.] 
There is, then, this distinction made between 
tlie ihatter of polygamy under the Old and New 
dispensations : under the New Testament it is 
shoi;^n and declared by Christ to be adxdtery, 
and thiBrefore wrong ; under the Old Testament 

^ di^eriiHtion, polygamy was not treated as adul- 
tery, for God did not reprove David for taking 
Abigail, the former wife ofNabal, when he was 
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dead., although he then had Ahinoam. [See 
1st Samuel xxv, 43, and 2d Samuel iii, 2.] But 
when he had eoraraitted sin with Bath-sheba 
the wife of Uriah, he was reproved by Nathan, 
the prophet^ under the direction and immediate 
instruction of Jehovah. The sin was not in his 
taking Bath-sheba — for he then had two wiviBS 
— but his first defiling lier, and then securing 
the death of her husband. " Now, therefore," 
says Nathan, "the sword shall never depart 
from thine house because thou hast despised 
me and taken the wife of Uriah, the Hittite, to 
thy wife." [2d Samuel xii, 10.] If polygamy 
had been treated as adultery, David would have 
been guilty of the crime before he took Ba:th- 
sheba, for he then had two wives at least. But> 
polygamy is now forbidden by Christ ; and to 
take more wives than one at the snme time is a 
\\o\Q.\\on. 0? Si 2^ositive moral 

In concluding this chapter, then, we wills 
make a remark or two of some practical impor-' 
tance. It is wrong and contrary to the whole,, 
spirit of the Bible to attempt to excuse, or pal- 
liate, our sin on .the ground Ahat another person 
is guilty of a different kind of sin. Thus many - 
have attempted to justify slavery on the ground 
that ^those who oppose it are guilty of great 
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sins themselves. If I get drunk it is no excuse, 
or 2^alliati6n of my sins, that my neighbor is 
guilty of fraud, or theft. His theft does not 
make my drunkenness right. If the anti-slavery 
man, at the North, refuses to give of his means 
to aid, substantially, the poor at his own door, 
bnt spends his sympathy on a class of men who 
happen to be the bond-servants of Southern 
men, that does not make the system of domestic 
slavery right. It must be established on better 
grounds than this. We, then, design to meet 
the question fivirly ; and, hence, we will by no 
means substitute ahise for arffument. Still, avc 
would be prepared to give better advice to 
others, if we were free from sin ourselves. 
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CHAPTER VII. 

DOES THE NEW TESTAMENT CONDEMN SLAVEBT AS A SIN 
IN ITSELF? 

We have shown, in a former chapter, (5th) 
that slavery was recognized and regulated — nay, 
that the Jews were authorized to buy slaves of 
the heathen round about them, and of the stran- 
gers who sojourned among th(^m ; that they were 
allowed, or authorized, to hold them as a pos- 
session to themselves and entail them as an in- 
heritance on their children. The law recog- 
nized them as property, and gave them power 
to sell them. This is taken for granted; for 
the man who had purchased a maid, either as a 
wife for himself, or son, and afterwards changed 
his mind, he was expressly forbidden to sell her^ 
or to make merchandize of her, "because He 
had humbled her." "To sell her to a strange 
nation he shall have no power, seeing that he 
hath dealt deceitfully with her." [Exodus xxi, 
8.] We have shown that divorce was permitted 
by the law of Moses. But Christ has showii 

L* 
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antl decided that, unless it is done fov fornica- 
tion, or willful desertion, it is sinful, and those 
who divorce their wives for any other cause ai'e 
adulterers, and that the man who marries a 
divorced woman "doth commit adultery." 
[Matthew xix, 9.] Polygamy was not treated 
as sinful binder the former dispensation, for a 
woman who was divorced for any cause might 
become the wife of another man. " Let him 
write her a bill of divoi'cemout, and give it in 
her hand, and send her out of his house; and 
when she is departed out of his house, she may 
go and be another man's wife." [See Deut. 
xxiv, 1-4.] She was not considered an adul- 
teress, nor the man who married her who "had 
been put away" did not commit adultery, al- 
though her former husband was still living. 
Polygamy, then, under the Xew Testament, is 
treated as perpetual or contemned adultery by 
the teaching of Christ, as we showed in the last 
chapter. The law of Moses did not expressly 
duthonze a man to take more than one wife, 
but it (lid authorize the Hebrews to buy bond- 
men and bond-maids. These things should be 
kept in mind by the reader. 

The question, then, comes up. Is slavery 
i forbidden by the teaching of Christ and his in- 
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spired apostles? If they did not foi-bid men to 
hold slaves, but recognized the relation as law- 
ful, then the question is forever settled, as it is 
acknowledged by all, who recognize the Bible as 
the will of God, as the rule of faith and prac- 
tice, that " the New Testament was not given, 
like the Mosaic law, to one people, but to the 
whole race; not for one period, but for all time. 
If, therefore, it tolerates slavery really and 
truly — if this is the doctrine of our Saviour, it 
justifies this institution to all men." [Way- 
land's Letters on Slavery, p. 18.'] We have 
quoted this passage to show the views of the 
opponents of the system of slavery. The writer 
admits that if the New Testament tolerates 
slavery — if this is the doctrine of the Saviour, 
it justifies slavery to all men. Well, then, we 
are now fairly at the point where comes the tug 
of war. Here is our last refuge, according to 
the opponents of slavery. We accept the con- 
dition, and if we are driven from this strong- 
hold, we must surrender. This we will do 
only when we find that wc can no longer main- 
tain the contest, or when continued resistance 
would be madness or folly. 

If we understand Dr. Wayland in his Letters 
^n Slavery and his Moral Science, he docs not 

'■'ii 
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pretend that Christ, or his apostles, have ex- 
pressly forbidden slavery in so many words as 
they did lying, stealing, drunkenness, murder, 
fornication, adultery, licentiousness, idolatry 
and covetousness, but that they have laid down 
certain principles which virtually abolish slavery. 
If we are not mistaken, this is the position of 
men who receive and reverence the Bible, and 
are willing to abide by its teachings, but are 
opposed to the system of domestic slavery. As 
this is their position, and as Dr. Wayland's 
Moral Science" is adopted as a text book on 
the subject of morals in many of our colleges, 
and as many of our children will read his chap- 
ter on the "modes in which personal liberty may 
be violated," it seems that we should notice his 
arguments, if they deserve to be dignified by 
that name, and remove them out of the way, 
and then we will be better prepared to examine 
and appreciate the teachings of Christ and his 
apostles on the subject. We had not intended 
to have noticed these things ; but, for the rea- 
sons already stated, probably, many would be 
disposed to think that the Doctor's arguments 
are unanswerable, and that we, therefore, had 
dodged them. 
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We will now address ourselves to these 
positions, and attempt to show that they are 
contrary to the teachings of the Bible, and 
that his interpretation of the New Testament 
makes it contradict and virtually set aside other 
portions of itself. 

A favorite argument with the op})onents of 
slavery may be stated as follows, viz: "It is 
contrary to the law of nature — it is a violation 
of the plainest dictates of natural justice. That 
* all men are created equal, that they are en- 
dowed by their Creator with certain inalien- 
able rights ; that among these are life, liberty 
and the pursuit of happiness.' " This, we be- 
lieve, is a fair statement of the argument. 
What is meant by " the law of nature," we are 
not sure that we distinctly understand. If by 
the "law of nature" is meant a state of things 
unrestrained by the laws of civilized society, 
then a state of nature, or the law or rule by 
which things are managed in such a condition is, 
that might constitutes rights and the strongest 
has the dominion — the weak being subjected to 
the will of the strong. This is so in savage 
countries. Slaverv, instead of being contrarv 
to such a state, or condition, is one of its ele- 
ments ; if it does not exist in form, it does in 
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reality. So that it is in accordance with a na- 
tural state ; that is, in a place where the laws 
of civilization and Christianity are unknown. 
There is no such thing as true liberty in what is 
generally called a state of nature. If it is 
meant by "the law of nature " that there is some- 
thing in the nature of God and man, and the 
relation which man sustains to God, that con- 
demns slavery, then the position is equally false. 
We are persuaded that the idea is that "all men 
are created equal^''^ not in mental or physical 
ability, but all have an equal right by the law 
of creation to u§e or enjoy the means of happi- 
ness as they may choose, unrestrained by the 
will or authority of any creature. This is cer- 
tainly the meaning that Dr. Waylaud attaches 
to the first sentence of the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence. [Moral Science p. 207.] If, then, 
as he would have it, every restraint of society on 
life, liberty and the pursuit of hap])iness, is 
wrong, a man may take it into his head that his 
happiness is best promoted by stealing rather 
than working, and no one must say nay, for he 
has the right to jmrsue his happiness as he will. 
'* The equality here spoken of is, in the right 
to use them — tlie means of haj)pincss — as he 
will." The absurdity of such a doctrine as this 
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needs only to bo stated to bo rejected. We 
are considering the question of slavery in the 
light of the Bible, not by the theories of men ; 
we, therefore, join issue with the doocrint *hat 
"all men are created equal." That such was 
llie case at the beginning, before the entrance 
of sin, no one disputes. That man, and woman 
too, were created equal, we do not deny ; but 
we contend that that equality has been de- 
stroyed, or taken away by the express doing of 
the Creator himself, and that it was taken away 
as a punishment for sin. This we have shown 
clearly in a former part of this work, and the 
Bible recognizes tliis subordination of the wife 
to her husband. " Wives, submit youi*selves un- 
to your own husbands as unto the Lord, for the 
husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ 
is the head of the church, and He is the Sa- 
vior of the body ; therefore, as the church is 
subject unto Christ, so let the wives be to their 
own husbands in everything." [Eph. v, 22-24.] 
" Likewise, ye wives, be in subjection to your 
own husbands." [1st Peter iii, 1.] " Wives, 
submit yourselves unto your own husbands, as 
it is fit, in the Lord." [Col. iii, 18.] Why, 
then, is it fit that wives should submit them- 
selves to their own husbands, when they were 
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both created equal as to the ricflit to rule ? 
Simply because sin has deranged the relations 
of men ; simply because God has inflicted this 
subjection on women as a punishment for sin. 
Whatever, then, may have been the originat 
equality of men and the freedom of their per- 
sons, God has taken away this freedom as a 
punishment of sin, and subjected the race of 
Ham to the will of the other two great divis- 
ions of the human family. " Cursed be Canaan : 
ft servant of servants shall he be unto his breth- 
ren." [Gen. ix, 25-27.] 

Now, the only question is, does the New 
Testament recognize this relation of master and 
slave by enjoining obedience on the part of the 
slave? We will quote at this ti'ae only one 
or two passages on the subject, as the matter of 
the mutual duties of masters and slaves will 
come up hereafter. " Servants, be obedient to 
them that are your masters according to the 
flesh, with singleness of your heart, as unto 
Christ." [Ephes. vi^ 5.] "Servants, obey in 
all things your masters according to the flesh ; 
not with eye service, as men-pleasers." [Col., 
ch. iii, 22-25.] These things show as clear as 
anything that all men are not now born equal, 
as to rank or place in society. " They are en. 
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tiowGcl by tlieiv Creator with certain inalien- 
aTblv rights ; among tliese are life, liberty and 
the pin-suit 6i happiness." By an " inalienable 
right." Ave understand something that cannot be 
transferred to anothe;', or taken b)^ another, 
Avithout some injustice. Jso human poAver, 
then, has the authority to take aAA'ay an inalien- 
able right. Whatever inalienable right all men 
had before the flood, Ave care not to say. 
Whatever may have been the original equality 
of men, and the consequent right to liberty, or 
personal freedom, they all ha\'e not the same ina- 
lienable right to liberty noAV. K"o human power 
has the authority in itself to take aAvay per- 
sonal liberty, unless authorized by the Creator 
Avho gave it. God, then, has taken away this 
personal liberty of the descendants of Ham, 
and given the authority to the descendants of 
Shem and Japheth to hold Ham's posterity in 
servitude. [Gen. ix, 25.] This dominion of 
the white and yelloAV races over the black race 
Avas given to them by Jehovah. God inflicted 
slavery as a punishment of sin. This authority 
Avas given before the Mosaic law tothe Jcaa^s 
Avas revealed. It was not a grant to the Jcaa's, 
but to all the descendants of Shem and Japheth, 
and then it Avas not local or temporary. The 
if 
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recognition of slavery under the law, or Jewish 
economy — the authority to buy slaves of the 
heathen — was only to show the design and pur- 
pose of God, that his word was in harmony 
with his expressed purpose. So, that, if there 
was not a single word said in the New Testa- 
ment about the matter, there could be no sin in 
slavery, unless God had withdrawn the grant 
He had given to Siiem and Japheth by Noah ; 
but, on the contrary, the New Testament har- 
monizes with the teachings of the Old Testa- 
ment on the subject, and the only way to evade 
this conclnsion is to reject both as the will of 
God to man. The slave has a riglit to his life. 
No one can justly take it away without lie is 
guilty of crime, nor has ho the right to destroy 
his own life ; but, certainly, the law of Moses 
made a difference between the slaying of a ser- 
vant and that of a free person. " If a man 
smite his servant or his maid with a rod and he 
die under his hand, he shall surely be punished." 
It is not said, " he shall surely be put to death." 
This phraseology seems to convey the idea that 
the punishment, though sure, was to be in ac- 
cordance with the circumstances which made 
the crime more or less atrocious. This view of 
the matter is favored by the following verse 
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" J^'otwithstanding, if he continue a day or two, 
he shall not be punished, for he is his money.'''' 
[Ex. xxi, 20, 21.] It could not be supposed 
that he intended to commit murder, and, as the 
death of his slave would be a considerable loss, 
so he was not to be punished if the slave lived 
a day or two after the beating. In the case of 
the manslaughter of a slave the master v» as not 
to be molested, but enjoyed his liberty. On 
the other hand, when one free person killed an- 
other, he Avas to fly immediately to the city of 
refuge ; he was to have a fair trial, and, if it 
appeared that the murder Avas committed "una- 
wares," or without "enmity," the slayer Avas to 
be delivered out of the hand of the avenger of 
blood, and returned to the city of refuge, 
where he was to stay within the limits of the 
city until the death of the priest who was living 
there when he entered. Man-slaying — tliat is, 
killing a free person by one of the same class — 
was thus punished by a life-time confinement: 
for, if the avenger of blood found the slayer 
out of his bounds, he might kill him and not be 
guilty of murder. [Num. xxxv*] 

Thus have we examined this " law of nature" 
argument, and find it full of Scriptural error. 
Dr. Wayland professes great respect for the 
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Bible, yet he sets the Bible aside and makes a 
man's own will 'the law by which he is to be 
governed in the pursuit of happiness. "That 
the equality liere spoken of is not of the means 
of happiness, but in the riijJit to use them as we 
will is too evident to need illustration."" [Moral 
Science p. '20 V.] The emphasis is our own, but 
it shows the real gist of the declaration, and is 
an error of great practical magnitude in sound 
morality. If men have a right to use the means 
of happiness as they will, then they may pur- 
sue any course, regardless of the laws of God 
or man. All that a man has to do is to pursue 
his own selfish purposes, for he may do anything 
that his selfish nature mav dictate — he has the 
right to use the means of happiness as he will. 
This is calculated to cultivate }>ride, anger, cru- 
elty, selfishness and licentiousness. If this view 
of the matter is correct, then every form of evil 
and excess can be justified, for these are the 
very things which tlie depraved and sinful na- 
ture of men will lead them to pursue. If men 
were holy and sinless, then such things would 
not be dangerous ; but, man being a sinner, 
there is a necessity for a law to govern him 
,higiier than his own depravity. If men wore 
holy, they would not desire to do anything 
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wrong ; but, as it is, they must be prevented by 
law, and that from the most rigid authority — 
from no less authority than that of the Creator 
— from using the means of happiness in such a 
way as to interfere with the rights and happi- 
ness of others. 

The argument tlie Doctor draws against 
slavery from the disastrous effect it has upon 
the morals of both parties [page 209] is based 
on the ab^lse of the system. All correct logi- 
cians admit tht ahnse of a thing is no fair argu- 
ment against it. On this principle of condemn- 
ing a thing for the abuse of it, we might 
contend that there was no such thing as genuine 
religion because wicked men professing it have 
used it for the gratification of their own selfish 
passions and lusts, and under its sacred name 
have murdered thousands of their fellow crea- 
tures. The abuses of slavery do not prove that 
it is a sin in itself. It must be shown from a 
higher source than this ; we, therefore, dismiss 
this argument. 

The next argument, drawn from the effects of 
slavery on tiational wealthy [page 210] is a mere 
matter of expediency^ and proves nothing as to 
the sin or innocence of the system. This is a 
matter for those who are engaged in the culti- 
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vatioii of tho soil to detenniiie for themselves. 
If men find that slave labor is cheaper than free 
labor, they are at liberty to use that kind of la- 
bor, if slave labor is not sinful; so that this 
question lies back of that of expediency. If 
there is no more Juvm in employing one kind of 
labor in preference to another, the question, 
then, is simply one of expediency ; but, if slave- 
ry is sinful in itself, then, of course, every man 
that would be innocent will employ free labor. 
The argument, then, does not touch the point 
at issue. We dismiss this part of the Doctor's 
argument, and take up those he draws from the 
New Testament against slaverv. 

" The moral precepts of the Bible are diamet- 
rically opposed to slavery. They are, 'Thou 
shalt love thy neighbor as f/ti/self; and all things 
zphatsoever ye would that men should do unto 
you, do ye even so to them.'" [Page 211.] 
"The application of these precepts is universal." 
" Our neighbor is everj/ one who7n we may bene- 
fit.'''' We would like to ask the Doctor a few 
plain questions about this matter. Wiio is not 
my neighbor ? Is every one in the world my 
neighbor ? Do you reply yes, I deny that you 
are correct. Are my parents my neighbors? 
Is my wife, my cl;ii^> my brother, my sister, 
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each one my neighbor? Every candid man 
must say they are not. - Neither is my servant 
any neiglibor ; he is not my neighbor, he is sirajily 
my servant, and my duty to him is not properly 
•embraced in the precept, " Thou shalt love thy 
neighbor as thyself." My parents are not my 
neighbors, and are not embraced in this ijrecept, 
for the separate command is " Honor thy father 
and thy mother." " Children, obey your pa- 
vents in the Lord, for this is right." (Ephes. vi, 
1, 2.) My child is not my neighbor in the sense 
of this precept. " Ye fiithers, provok e not your 
children to wrath, but bring them up in the 
nurture and admonition of the Lord." My 
brother, or my sister — persons born of the same 
parents — are not properly my neighbors viathin 
the design of this precept, neither- was it the 
design of Christ so to teach in the parable of 
the good Samaritan. (Luke x, 25-37.) He 
has shown us that even a citizen of the same 
nation is not a neighbor in the true sense of the 
word when he fails to relieve his brother of the 
same nation. A neighbor, in the sense of this- 
parable, is one who relieves a fellow man in dis- 
tress, whether he be of the same nation or not. 
Thus, the man who lives in the same vicinity 
with me may not be a neighbor in the true sense 
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of the word; whenever he fails to relieve me in 
my distress he is not a, neighbor. Still, this 
does not prove that my wife, my child, or my 
servant, are each my neighbor. To apply this 
precept in the sense Dr. Wayland applies it to 
the subject of slavery, would destroy all the 
lawful relations of life, confound the distinctions 
which are made and recognized by the Bible, 
and make the human race one mass of beings 
on terms of perfect equality. His interpretation 
of the precept would be a general levelling of 
all men, women, children, ruler and ruled, mas- 
ter and servant, into one confused and undistin- 
guished mass. This, to our mind, is the clear 
and logical consequence of his construction of 
the passage, "God is not the author of con- 
fusion" — especially of such confusion as this 
interpretation of his word would produce. We 
must then interpret the Scriptures no that one 
passage or part will not contiadict another. 
The precept must then be understood so as not 
to interfere with or destroy the established and 
recognized relations of life. To show the com- 
plete absurdity of the anti-slavery sense of the 
precept, " thou shalt love thy neighbor as thy- 
self," a simple illustration will be sufficient ; for 
example, a friend asks me how my family is. I 
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reply, my neii/hho^'s are all in good healtli. lie 
replies, I enquired about the health of yoirr 
famlhj, and not about your neighbors. In an- 
swer I tell him that Dr. Wavland has tauffht 
that my family — my children — but especially 
niy servants — are mij 7teighhor$. My friend 
would conclude that I was laboring under some 
mental derangement, and he Avould not be verv 
far mistaken about iny mental soundness in 
adopting ])r. Wayland's definition of neighbors. 
The anti-slavery interpretation of the precept, 
"all thuigs whatsoever ve would that men 
should do unto you, do ye even so to them," is 
equally absurd with that wiiich we have already 
noticed. The bearing of this precept on the 
subject of slavery, according to Dr. Wayland, 
we suppose to be something like this : If I were 
a slave and should desire my master to set me 
free, then I am bound }»v the teaching of this 
precept to free my servant : or, if I were a 
child, and should desire to be free from the re- 
straints and government of my parents, then, 
as a parent, I am bound to free my child from 
all restraint, and let him use the means of hap- 
piness as he will. But, Dr. Wayland says tliis 
is not a propt'r aj)j)lication of the principle, for 
the child is commanded to obey his parent. 
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" Clnldren, obey your parents." We also reply 
that the same authority says : " Servants, obey 
in all things your masters according to the 
flesh." Now, it would require all the mental 
acuteness of Jesuitical casuistry to tell where 
and in what manner these two commands dif- 
fered in point of clearness and authority. If 
the precept, then, extends to the personal lib- 
erty of the slave, it does equally to the personal 
liberty of a child to a judge on the bench pass- 
ing sentence on the criminal — for the judge is 
bound, according to Dr. Wayland's interpreta- 
tion of the matter, if he should desire — he be- 
ing the criminal — to be set free and exempted 
from the penalty of the law, to turn the crimi- 
nal loose. We cannot see how or in what 
manner these conclusions can be evaded, for, 
Dr. Wayland says "that the obligation respects 
all things lohat-soevery Why not to the subver- 
sion of anv other relation as well as that of 
master and slave ? It is a kind of universal 
2>articiilar obligation that may be applied in one 
case and not applied in all other similar cases. 
The truth of the matter is, that if the precept 
were interpreted and practically observed in 
Dr. Wayland's sense, it would produce com- 
plete socialism, in which all distinctions — mch 
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as husband and wife, parent and child, ruler 
and subject, master and servant — would be 
completely abolished ; all have all things com- 
mon, viz: wild and foolish, do as you please 
under the false name of liberty. 

That we are not mistaken in our view and the 
certain consequences which would follow from 
the particular application of the anti-slavery in- 
terpretation of this i)recept, let the following 
speak for itself: " Xow, were this precept 
obeyed, it is manifest that slavery could not in 
fact exist for a single instant. The principle of 
the precept is absolutely subversive of the prin- 
ciple of slavery. That of the one," that is, of 
the precept, "is the entire equality of right ; 
that of the other (slavery) the entire absorption 
of the rights of one in the rights of the other." 
The emphasis is our own, but the teaching ia 
Dr. Wayland's. (Moral Science, p. 211.) 

In order, then, to establish the fact that this 
precept subveits and overthrows slavery, it is 
necessary first to prove that slavery is a sin. 
The passage, then, must be so understood as 
not to interfere with the established relations of 
society. The precept contains a general princi- 
ple which was intended to apply to all cases of 
returning good for evil. We are not to be evil 
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because otliers are evil, not to be unkind to the 
unthanlvful and tlio ungrateful, but we are to 
imitate God who bestows on us blossinos al- 
thougli we are unworthy. This is plainly the 
meaning of tlio precept, from the illustration 
which the Savior uses. If my child or servant 
were to ask mo for bread, or meat, and I were 
to give a stone instead of bread, and a serpent — 
something unfit for food — I would be a violator 
of the principle of this precept. If I would 
not desire to be tantalized when hungry with 
somctlung Avhich is untit for food, so I ouglit 
not to offer that to another which I would re- 
fuse myself; for, " if ye, being evil, know how to 
give good gifts unto your children, liow much 
moi'C shall your Father, which is in Heaven, 
u;ive Jicood things to them that ask him there- 
for." As a conclusion, from the fact that God 
will give us good instead of evil things, " all 
things Avhatsoever ye would that men should do 
to you, do ye even so to them." (Matthew vii, 
7-12.) That this doing good to those that are 
evil, teaches tlie abolition of slavery, seems to us 
at least a deduct ion by no means justified by 
the text and its connections. I might as well 
infer that Vc abolished monarchy, or any other 
thing which I did fiot happen to like. In this 
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dislike of slavery lies the whole secret of this 
construction of the passage by anti-slavery raef. 
Then, look at the universal confusion such an 
interpretation would make of other portions of 
the Bible. This is all the revelation Ave would 
need, if Dr. Wayland's view of the matter is- 
the right one. But he had set out to prove 
that slavery Avas Avrong in itself, and if the New 
Testament would not say so in so many words, 
he would. 

We have shown heretofore that there is a 
certain order and dependence in all God's 
works, from the highest archangel down to the 
lowest Avorm, and that these things are recog- 
nized by the Bible in the various relations 
which all things sustain to each other. The 
harmony and continued well-being of the uni- 
verse depend on keeping everything in its 
proper place; and, Avhen anything gets or is 
put out of its place, confusion folloAvs as a cer 
tain and necessary consequence. Now, apply 
this principle to any of the rational creatures of 
God. When "angels Avould be Gods,'* they 
became devils ; Avhen man would be as God — 
" knowing good and evil " — he became a sinner, 
and lost communion with God. In the same 
manner if children are made parents, and usurp 
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their authority, they are invading a province to 
which they have no Scriptural right. If mas- 
ters make their servants eqiial with themselves, 
they will serve them as Hagar did her mistress : 
they will despise them. Among the four sorts 
of persons that are intolerable, Solomon men- 
tions a " servant when he reigneth." He is out 
of his place ; forgets himself, and is, of all oth- 
ers, most imperious, pompous and insolent ; for 
such a thing the earth is " disquieted and cannot 
bear it." It introduces confusion and every 
disorder. 

From all these considerations we conclude 
that the precept which we have been consider- 
ing is " not diametrically opposed to slavery," 
and that it was not designed to destroy any of 
those relations, the mutual duties of which are 
<prescribed in other parts of the New Testament. 
We will dismiss Dr. Wayland for the present, 
and proceed to inquire into a correct answer to 
the question proposed in the beginning of this 
chapter. 

Does the New Testament condemn slavery as 
a sin in itself? or, has Christ or his inspired 
apostles, either by precept or example, taught 
that slavery is a sin in itself? And here, before 
entering on the direct examination of the qnes- 
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tion, we remark that the neglect or failure to 
discharge the duties belonging to or growing 
out of some relations of life does not jy^'ove 
that relation to he wrong ^ or sinful in itself. 
Thus, the neglect of the pai-ent to perform the 
duties he owes to his child does not prove that 
the relation of parent and child is sinful in it- 
self ; or, the failure of the husband or the wife 
to perform their proper duties does not prove 
that the rtlation of husband and wife is sinful 
in itself : so the failure of the master or the slave 
to perform their appropriate duties does not 
prove that the relation is sinful. The neglect 
of the duties growing out of the relations o 
life constitutes the sin, and not the existence of 
thesQ relations. This jumbling of two things 
which are altogether distinct, has furnished the 
material for many a senseless tirade against 
slavery and slaveholders. The question means, 
Does Christ or his inspired apostles, either by 
precept or example teach that slavery is a sin in 
itself? We say that neither has done so, and 
that they have neither by precept or by exam- 
ple condemned the slaveholder or taught that 
slavery was a sin in itself. 

In the examination of the teachings of the 
New Testament on the subject of slavery, we 
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will notice two or three distinct points which 
will prove that slavery is not a sin in itself. 
We say, then, 

FiusT — That there are some things revealed 
in the Old Testament which are so clear that it 
was not necessary that they should be repeated 
or re-enacted in the JVew Testament. In other 
words, there were some things given to the 
human family that were not temporary, or 
local — not confined to the Jewish nation — and, 
of course, did not pass away with the abroga- 
tion of the Mosaic economy. As an illustration 
of this position we may mention two or three 
examples. The first which we will produce is 
the right given by Jehovah to men by Noah to 
punish murder with death. " Surely your blood 
of your lives will I require; at the hand of 
every beast will I require it, and at the hsind of 
men ; at the hand of every man's brother will 
I require the life of man. Whoso sheddeth 
man's blood, by man shall his blood be shed ; 
for in the image of God made He man." (Gen. 
iy, 5, 6.) On this is founded the right to punish 
the willful murderer with death. It was not 
given to ths Jews, but to the whole race of 
man, and is of universal application. Every 
civilized or Christian nation claims this as the 



THE NEW TESTAMENT ON SLAVERY. 161 

authority for putting to death the murderer. 
This authority is not repeated in the New Tes- 
tament. In accordance Avith it the law given 
to the Jews by Moses inflicted death for willful 
murder. (See ^Numbers xxxv.) 

Secondly— It is admitted by all that the 
moral law contained in the ten commandments 
is not local, or temporary, but universally bind- 
ing in every age and upon all men. The fourth 
and tenth commandments recognize the exist- 
ence of slavery. The fourth embraced the 
slave or perpetual bond-man, as well as the mere 
hired servant, as being entitled to the rest of 
the Sabbath. " The seventh day is the Sabbath 
of the Lord thy- God: in it thou shalt not do 
any work — thou, nor thy son, nor thy daughter, 
nor thy man-servant, nor thy maid-servant, nor 
thy cattle, nor the stranger that is within thy 
gates." (Exodus xx, 10.) The tenth precept 
(verse IV) is, "Thou shalt not coyet thy neigh- 
bor's house ; thou shalt not covet thy neighbor's 
wife, nor his man-servant, nor his maid-seryant, 
nor his ox, nor his ass, nor anything that is thy 
neighbor's." Now, it will be necessary, on the 
p^rt of the opponents of slavery, to show that 
these clauses of the fourth and tenth command- 
ments have been expressly repealed by the same 
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authority; that gave them. This, we are sure, 
cannot he done; and, therefore, the New Tes- 
tament does not treat slavery as a sin in itself, 
but points out the mutual duties of masters and 
slaves. 

Now, the simple question is. Does the Old or 
New Testament prescribe the duties of any 
relation that is sinful in itself? Does it regu- 
late the duties of the idolater as an idolater? 
No : " Thou shait have no other Gods before 
me ; thou shalt not make unto thee any graven 
image." This expressly prohibits it, and ex- 
pressly says that no idolater, nor covetous per- 
son who is an idolater, shall inherit the kingdom 
of God, but declares that idolaters with other 
characters "shall have thieir part in the lake 
that burnetii with fire and brinistone, which is 
the second death." (Rev. xxi, 8 ; Col. iii, 6 : 
.1st Cor. yi, 9, 10.) Drunkenness, fornication, 
theft, adultery, revilers, extortioners, effemi- 
nates, and thb abusers of themselves, are ad- 
judged by the same authority and in the same 
place to the same punishment ; all such persons 
and crimes are expressly condemned, but there 
is not one word about excluding the slavehold- 
ers from the kingdom of God. The thing, then, 
could not be and is not the crime or sin which 
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it is represented and declared to be hy abolition 
orators and writers. 

There is one consolation to the Christian 
islavehokler ; it is this : "To his own master 
.h& must stand or fall not to those Avho set at 
defiance every Isiw — sacred or bnman. There 
is one other consolation : abolition orators and 
writers are not entrusted with tbe keys of the 
Isingdom of Heaven. Of this class the slave- 
holder expects no favors, and of them he has 
none to ask. We say these things in the fear 
of God, and with the certain kn'owledge that 
we will have to account for all our words and 
actions to Him, who is to be our judge.. 

We return to the main question before us. 
We have sbown in a former ehapter that God 
by a judicial sentence subjected the descend- 
ants of Ham to those of Shem and Japhetb. 
This subordination of one part of the human 
family to the other was not made to the Jews — 
to one people ; it was not local and temporary, 
but the sentence of Jehovah was passed against 
the descendants of Ham while the whole race 
was together ; hence this decree, or sentence, 
was not confined to one period, or one nation, 
but it extended to all times and all people. 
This is true, unless it can be shown that God 
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has reversed the sentenc^^ againt Ham's poster- 
ity — unless it can be sl)Q^V^l that He has annulled 
his decree. Now the:;qnestiou is, has He done 
so ? Has He restored all men to their oiiginal 
equality ? We think that no man will pretend, 
to say that God has changed or reversed the 
sentence He passed on the descendants of Ham 
— making them servants to their brethren. If 
He has not changed this decision, then there is 
no necessity to hunt for arithority in the New 
Testament to prove that slavery is a sin in it- 
self. God has coui^igned the race of Ham to 
servitude for the sin of their father, or as a pun- 
ishment for the sin of their father. We need 
not stay to prove that such things are common 
under the government of God, for all men pat- 
take of a sinful nature in consequence of Adam's 
rsin. " By one man sin entered into the world, 
and death by sin ; so that death passed upon all 
;men, lor that all have sinned." (Rom. v, 12.) 
The casie of the Jews is a living example of the 
iact to which we have referred. They are still 
scattered abroad — still a singular people — " a 
by-word and a hissing," The awful wrath of 
God still rests on their fathers' murder of Jesus 
Christ. But, has God reversed the sentence 
.adjudging the race of Ham to servitude ? If 
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He Las, we have never been able to find the 
book, the chapter, or vert e, in •which the revo- 
cation of the sentence is recorded. It is not 
recorded in the Old Testament, for the Jews 
were authorized to buy bond-men and bond- 
maids of the heathen — of the descendants of 
Hani. The revocation is not recorded in the 
New Testament — ^Dr. Wayland being judge. 
He admits that the Gospel does not directly 
forbid slavery for certain reasons which we will 
notice in the proper place : (Moral Science, pp. 
214,215.) "All that can be justly said .seems 
to me to be this : the New T'sstament contains 
no 2^r€cept prohibitory of slavery ; this must, T 
think, be granted." (Letters on Slavery, p. 89.) 
This concession is all that is necessary to the 
full establishment of our position. God's ad- 
judging part of the human family to servitude 
was not a grant to the Jews, but to the whole 
remaining part of the race, being given before 
the Jewish economy came into existence : not 
being dependent on that economy, it did not 
pass away with it, unless it is expressly reversed 
by Christ or his inspired apostles. This has not 
been done — our " enemies being judges ;" there- 
fore, it is not sinful in itself to hold any of the 
descendants of Ham in servitude, or bondage. 
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?feUher do wo say tliat a man is a sinner for 
not. holding them. He commits no sin who 
does not own slaves, but we contend that the 
man who docs own them, and holds them in 
bondage, is not guilty of sin. This explanation 
of the matter is much more satisfactory th.an 
that given by Dr. Wayland. He then says 
(Moral Science, pp. 215, 210) that if God had 
expressly forbidden slavery in the New Testa- 
ment, " its announcement would have been the 
signal of servile war! " God, then, was afraid 
to touch this peculiar and exceedingly sinful in- 
stitution because such a procedure would h^ave 
produced a servile war! According to this 
•doctrine, then, all that men have to do, in order 
to prevent their indulgences in sin from being 
•disturbed, is for large numbers to engage in its 
practice, and thus they may' Set at defiance the 
laws and authority of their Creator ; for, if he 
dares to prohibit their favorite sin, there will be 
war ! " Dr. Wayland's answer to the question, 
" why was this manner of forbidding it chosen 
in preference to any other ? " that is, why God 
chose to prohibit slavery indirectly, rather than 
by an express j)rohibitory law — for this is Dr. 
Wayland's position and account of the matter — 
is, beyond controversy, one of the weakest 
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things that was ever put on record by that usu- 
ally clear and intelligent author. We will quote 
the passage at length, so that our readers may 
see that we do not misrepresent Dr. Wayland: 
"Why was this manner of forbidding it" 
(slavery) " chosen in preference to any other ? 
I reply that this question we are not obliged to 
answer." Still, he goes on to suggest what may 
have been the reason of this strange procedure 
on the part of the Saviour and his apostles. 
" The reason," says he, " may he that slavery is 
a social evil ; and that, in order to eradicate it, 
a change must be effected in the society in which 
it exists : and this change would be better 
effected by the inculcation of the principles 
themselves which are opposed to slavery, than 
by the inculcation of a direct precept. Proba- 
bly all social evils* are thus most successfully 
remedied." " We answer again, this very 
course, which the Gospel takes on this subject, 
seems to have been the only one that could 
have besn taken in order to effect the univer- 
sal abolition of slavery. The Gos}>el was de- 
signed liOt for one race, or for one time, but 
for all races and for all times. It looked not 
at the abolition of this form of evil for that age 
alone, but for its universal abolition. Hence, 
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t% mpiortfttit otyect of its Aotlibr Wag tc) jJjSiit 
a fodgnifent in every part of thd jcnowrt tvorM; 
So thatj byvita universal diffngion amt)ng all 
classes of so'i^y> it might quietly arid peace- 
fdlly, modify aiid sutidue the evil passioiis of 
men, and thusj without violencCj, work a revo- 
lution in the whole mass of mankind,; In this 
manner alone could its object— universal 
moral revolution — have been accomplished ; for, 
if it had forbidden the evil, instead of subvert; 
m^0ie p}^inciple—if it had prdclaimed the uri-. 
la^^^f^fss of slavery^ and taught slaves io fesUt 
the oppression of their masters, it would have 
instantly arraigned the ttp'o parties in deadly 
hostility throWghout the civilized world ; its an* 
nouncement would have been the signal of s^iii^ile 
-^war; and the very name of the Christian reli- 
^on would have been fd^gotten amidst the 
agitdiiions of universal, bloodshed." We have 
qdoted this long extract not because of its in- 
trinsic merits, but on account of its weakness, 
and to show the absurdity of the treason here 
assigned for 4nding uo diriect prje^ept in the 
New Testament against slavery. The wiole of 
it i$;#lislsue of speculation,, and is merely said 
to throw dust in the.eye^pf the tessderjlto . divert 
his attention .from the reaKfacts of 'tlfe ca^^nd 
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is merely the substitution of a speculative opin- 
ion about the matter, instead of facts. Let us 
notice its parts. "The reason may be that 
slavery is a social eviS." Social means, accord- 
ing to Webster, something "relating to men 
living in society, or to the public as an aggre- 
gate body, sts social mtereBia^ or concerns, social 
pleasures." A thing, then, is a social evil when 
it injures the interests of men, or their persons^ 
in an aggregate body. Thus intemperance is a 
social vice, gaming is a social vice, and, accord- 
ing to Dr. Wayland, slavery is a social evil. It 
implies, also, that a great many are engaged in 
the evil practice : this is necessary to constitute 
a thing a social evil, or a social good, amuse- 
ment, or pleasure. 

Now let US-look at the case in the light of 
faets and history. There were many social evils 
in existence at the time Christ and his apos- 
tles lived: such as drunkenness, lewdness, for- 
nication and theft. The celebrated Spartan 
law-giver, Lycurgus, made many laws, and, 
according to one of these, the young were 
encouraged "to steal whatever they could, pro- 
vided they accomplished the theft without being 
detected." (Worcester's Elem. of History, p. 
20.) .;J?Lying was a common, and social sin; 
o 
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" The Cretians are always liars, evil beasts, slow 
bellies," or gluttons. (Tit. i, 12.) However 
extensive slavery was practiced in the time of 
Christ, there was another social sin of more 
universal prevalence, and the express prohibition 
of it was more likely to produce civil or social 
war than any other form of sin ; it was inter- 
woven with the very structure of ancient so- 
ciety; the laws recogniiied it; the greatest 
statesmen, orators and poets indulged in this 
evil, or sin ; the lives of human beings were of- 
ten taken away in its observance; the vilest 
lewdness was practiced in connection with its 
rites; drunkenness was one of its accompani- 
ments: this universal and monster evil was 
idolatry. That we have not over-drawn the 
picture the reader has only to read the Ist chap- 
ter of Romans; he will there see the moral 
Qpndition of idolaters, and their sins pointed 
out — some of them so gross that it would be 
indecent even to name them. Now, the ques- 
tion is, Did the apostles connive at these sins ? 
Did they merely inculcate principles which are 
opposed to those social sins ? So far from pur- 
suing this cowardly course, they came out and 
mentioned these sins by name, and declared 
that such persons as continued in them would 



TEE NEW TESTAMENT ON SLAVEIIY. 171 

be excluded from the kingdom of God. " Know 
ye not that the unrighteous shall not inherit the 
kingdom of God? Be not deceived; neither 
fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor 
effeminates, nor abusers of themselves with 
mankind, nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunk- 
ards, noT revilers, nor extortioners, shall inherit 
the kingdom of God ; Avherefore, my dearly be- 
loved, flee from idolatry." (1st Cor. vi, 0, 10, 
10, 14; see also Gal. v, 19-21.) All such char- 
acters are declared to be worthy of the second 
death — are adjudged to the lake that burneth 
with fire and brimstone. " The fearful and un- 
believing, and the abominable, and murderers, 
and whorismongers, sorcerers, and idolaters, and 
all liars, shall have their part in the lake that 
burneth with fire and brimstone, which is the 
second death." (Rev. ii, 8.) The apostles met 
and condemned these gigantic and prevailing 
social sins; they called them by their proper 
names, and pronounced the punishment due to 
those who practiced them without fear of a civil 
war ; but, when they came to "the social evil 
of slavery," as Dr. Wayland calls it, lo, and be- 
hold ! they did not proclaim the unlawfulness of 
slavery, for it ^rould instantly have arraigned 
mast^^r and slave against each other in deadly 
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hostility ; the announcement of such a precept 
would Tiave been tJie signal of servile vsar ! 
The slaves of that day must have been terrible 
fellows! Why, they might easily have scared 
their masters so badly that they would instantly 
have set them free, when inspired apostles were 
afraid to say that slaveholders, like other great 
sinners, were unfit for Heaven, lest the slaves 
would rise and sweep the very name of the 
Christian religion from the world with the 
streams of universal bloodshed! That there 
was real danger of war and opposition to the 
apostles' preaching against idolatry, no one can 
doubt who will read the history of the Christian 
church for the first three centuries of the Chris- 
tian era. There are no less than ten persecu- 
tions mentioned by ecclesiastical historians as 
having taken place within this period. These 
persecutions were raised and carried on by idol- 
aters for the purpose of exterminating Chris- 
tians. For the Romans, though they tolerated 
all the religions from which the commonwealth 
had nothing to fear, yet would not snfFer the 
ancient religion of their nation, as established 
by their laws, to be derided, and the people to 
be withdrawn from it ; yet both of these the 
Christians dared to do. Nor did they assail 
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the Roman religion only, bnt likewise the reli- 
gions of all other nations. Hence the Romans 
concluded that the Christian sect was not only 
arrogant beyond all measure, but likewise un- 
friendly to the public peace and tranquility, and 
calculated to excite civil wars. Tacitus, a Ro- 
man historian, charges Christians with being 
"haters of the human race," and Suetonius 
calls them " malignant," because such as could 
not endure the sacred rites and religion of the 
Romans, nor those of all the world, seemed to 
be the foes of mankind and to indulge hatred 
towards all nations. "Another cause of the 
Roman hostility to Christianity," says Mosheim, 
(Eccles. Hist., book 1, cent. 1, pt. 1, chap, v,) 
"was that the worship of so many pagan deities 
afforded support to a countless throng of priests, 
augurers, soothsayers, merchants and artistsi, 
all of whom were in danger of coming to want 
if Christianity should prevail ; and, therefore, 
with united strength, they rose up against it, 
and wished to exterminate its followers." This 
attempt to put down the social sin of idolatry 
was not effected without the loss of many lives. 
The triumph of Christianity over idolatry cost 
the life of many a Christian. "That a great 
many persons, of both sexes, and of every class 
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and rank, suffered death for the cause of Christ 
during the first three or four centuries, no im- 
partial person who is acquainted with the history 
of these times can hesitate to believe." (Mos- 
heim.) That all those engaged in the practice 
of idolatry were opposed to the spread of 
Christianity, no person can for a moment seri- 
ously doubt ; and, that the historian gives the 
true reasons why there was so much opposition 
to it, appears and is confirmed by the insijirefl 
histoi-ian Luke. (Acts xviii, 23-41.) There 
we are informed that a man " named Demetrius, 
a silver-smith, which made shrines for Diana," 
excited a mob against Gains and Aristarchus, 
and would have destroyed them if the ofticers 
had not appeased tliem by telling them "that 
the great city of the Ephesians was a worship- 
per of the goddess Diana;" that this worship 
was protected by law ; therefore, they ought to 
be quiet and do things in a lawful manner. 
There was then more danger in expressly pro- 
hibiting idolatry than slavery, for all ages, ranks 
and conditions of men, high and low, master 
and slave, were idolators. But, in the face of 
all this opposition they preached, testified 
against its practice, and openly proclaimed that 
no habitual idolater could cntur into the king- 
dom of Heaven. 
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If, then, Christ intended to prohibit slavery, 
He and his apostles took a very different man- 
ner to condemn this " social sin " to that pur- 
sued towards other social sins. They forbid 
them by name, and openly testified against 
them, and there is no dispute among the fol- 
lowers of Christ about the sinfulness of idolatry, 
drunkenness, lying, stealing, adultery, lewdness, 
covetousness, and many similar sins, because 
these things are expressly forbidden ; but, there 
seems to be an unending controversy among 
Christians whether slavery is sinful . or not. 
Now, this subject of slavery did not escape the 
notice of the apostles. It was not because they 
were afraid to speak out against it, that they 
did not expressly and pointedly condemn the 
relationship of master and slave, for we have 
shown that they had everything to fear in c^on- 
demning idolatry ; still they , condemned^ it, 
although the testimony for the truth cost many 
of them their lives. They could not have over- 
looked the matter because it did not exist in a 
very bad form, for it is the testimony of all that 
It did exist in its worst forms. 

The folio wi!ig features of slavery among the 
Komans, at the time of Christ, is taken from 
Dr. Wayland's Letters on Slavery, pages 8C 
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and 87. The author of the " Jjctters " tells us 
in a note that they are taken from an article in 
the "Biblical Repository" for October, 1835, 
written by the Rev. Professor Edwards, of the 
Theological Seminary, Andover : 

1. "Slavery was universal throughout the 
empire, and the number of slaves almost ex- 
ceeds belief. Some rich individuals possessed 
10,000, and others even 20,000 of their fellow 
creatures. In Italy, it is computed, that there 
were three slaves to ©ne freeman, and that their 
number in this part of the empire alone was, at 
that time, more than twenty millions. 

2. "Persons became slaves by being made 
captives in loar^ by purchase from slave dealers, 
by birth^ by the operation of law — as, for 
instance, iu consequence of debt, or as a punish- 
ment for crime. Cajsar is said to have taken 
400^000 captives in his Gallic wars alone. In 
Delos alone 10,000 slaves were sometimes bought 
and sold in a single day. 

3. "On the condition of slaves it may be re- 
marked thaiy ^firstly — the master had the power 
of life and death over the slave. Secondly — 
slaves were not permitted to marry. Thirdly — 
they were permitted to hold no property as 
their own ; whatever they acquired being the 
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property of their masters. Fourthly — they 
were exposed to the most unrelenting barbarity, 
being perfectly unprotected by law, and left 
entirely in the pow'fer of their owners. They 
were liable to every kind of torture, and cruel 
masters sometimes kept on their estates tor- 
mentors by profession, for the purpose of pun- 
ishing their slaves. Burning alive was some- 
times resorted to, and crucifixion wjis frequently 
made the fate of a slave for trifling misconduct^ 
or from mere caprice'. In fine, a slave was con- 
sidered in no other light than as a representative 
of so much value; hence, it is not wonderful 
that they should be slain in order to make food 
for fishes, or that the question should arise, 
whether, in a storm, a man should sacrifice a 
valuable horse, or a less valuable slave." 

We add one or two other particulars from 
Prof. Anthon's Manual of Roman Antiquities, 
page 150 ; 

"A slave could not contract a marriage^ His 
cohabitation with a woman was called ' a living 
together' — not a marriage; and no legal rela- 
tion between him and his children was recog- 
nized." " Slaves were not esteemed as persons, 
but as things, and might be transferred from one 
owner to another like any other effects. Slaves 
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could not appear as witnesses in a court of jus- 
tice, nor make a will, nor inherit anything unless 
accompanied by a bequest of freedom." 

We have given these fabts, and have taken 
them from those who are no friends of slavery, 
to ^ow that the reason why the inspired apos- 
tles" diS not prohibit slavery could not have 
arisen from ignorance of the system. The 
greater the abuses of the systeni, the more 
inexplicable their course towards it — on the 
ground that it was that monster social evil it is 
represented to be by Dr. Wayland and all anti- 
slavery writers. The truth is, we can not see 
how, on their principles, with the facts of the 
case before them, the conduct of Christ and his 
apostles can be at all justified ; they must be 
chargeable with inexcusable neglect of a very 
important duty. This is the light in which the 
matter appears to us, taking the anti-slavery 
view of the subject. We therefore reject and , 
repudiate the whole abolition view, and seek the 
explanation of their conduct in another and 
simpler reason. The true reason why the in- 
spired apostles did not prohibit slavery by an 
express precept was that thei/ had no authority 
from the Soly Spirit to do. so. They expressly • 
condemned the social evils of idolatry, foniica- 
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tion, drunkenness, lying, theft, adultery and the 
kmdred vices, because they were authorized by 
the Spirit of inspiration to do so ; they said 
Avhat they ^vere authorized to say on the sub 
ject of slavery — that is, they were authorized to 
prescribe the mutual duties arising out of the ' 
relation of master and slave : they ^pne 
this, and they stopped at the point \^^e their 
authority stopped. The Gospel was not re- 
vealed to destroy the lawful relatipnsof life, but 
to remove the abuses introduced into those re- 
lations by sin. The Gospel was intended to- ' 
make men better: to make better rulers and 
citizens; better husbands and wives; better 
parents and children, and better masters and 
servants. Where it fails to do these things, the 
fault lies not in the Gospel, but in those wha 
preach it, and in those who profess to receive it. 
This view of the whole matter must commiend 
itself to the sound and calm judgment of every 
one who will carefully examine into the subject. 

The question returns, Why did not Christ or 
his inspired apostles expressly prohibit this 
" social evil," as it is termed by Dr. Wayland ? 
We have given what appears to us to be the 
true reason of this course of proc«dure on the 
part of uispired men. God had subjected, hy 
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an express sentence, the descendants of Ham to 
those of Shem and Japheth, and this tvas given 
to the human family before the Jewish economy 
came into existence. That economy expressly 
recognized the system of subjection, or servi- 
tude. Christ came: He found the thing still 
practiced; it had been authorized by the divine 
law-giver— by Mosps — and, hence, if the thing 
was wrong — sinful in itself— it was necessary 
that He should say so, or direct his apostles to 
condemn it as unlawful. That He has not done 
so is conceded by the opposers of slavery. 
The case is rather a hard one for anti-slavery 
men who regard the Scriptures as the word" of 
God — the Tule of faith and practice. Slavery 
must be condemned in some way ; if it is not 
expressly prohibited, then some other 'method 
of interpretation must be adopted to make the 
New Testament condemn it. Hence, Dr. Way- 
land (Moral Science, p. 215) attempts to make 
a distinction as to the ground of obligation. 
He teaches that the obligation of the child to 
obey his parent rests on a different ground from 
that on which the servant is required to obey 
his master; and, although he informs us in a 
foot note to page 216 that he has been led seri- 
ously to doubt ^'whether this distinction is 
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sustained by the New Testament," still the ob- 
jectionable doctrine is left in the body of the 
work to do all the mischief it can possibly do to 
the prejudice of slavery. We will, therefore, 
notice it briefly, and attempt to show, that it is 
a distinction without a difference^ gotten up to- 
serve a particular purpose. 

"It is," says he, "important to remember 
that two grounds of moral obligation are dis- 
tinctly recognized in the Gospel : the first is, 
our duty to man as man — that is, on the ground 
of the relation which men sustain to each other ; 
the second is, our duty to man as a creature — 
that is, on the ground of the relation which we 
all sustain to God. On this latter ground " — 
that is, on the ground of the relation which we 
all sustain to God — " many things become our 
duty which would not be so on the former " — 
that is, on the ground of the relation which 
men sustain to each other. This, then, is the 
distinction ; let us see how it is carried out and 
applied to the duties of children and ser\'ants. 
" It is on this ground" — ^viz : the relation which 
we sustain to Gdd — "that we are commanded 
to return good for evil ; to pray for them that 
despitefully use us, an.d^ when we are smitten 
on one cheek, to turn also the other. To act 
p 
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tlms is our duty — not because' our fellow-man 
has a right to claim this course of conduct of 
us, nor because he has a right to inflict injui-y 
upon us, but because such conduct in us will be 
well pleasing to God. And when God pre- 
scribes the course of conduct which will be well 
pleasing to Him, He by no means acknowledges 
the right of abuse in the' injurious person, but 
expi'essly declares, 'vengeance is mine, and I 
toill repay it ^ saith the Iiiord? Xow, it is to be 
observed, that it is precisely upon this latter 
ground " — that is, that God requires it, or that 
it is well pleasing in his sight — '* that the slave 
is commanded to obey his master." This does 
not touch the point in question, for it must be 
shown first that the, relation is sinful m itself 
before this can be legitimately applied to the 
subject, yet Dr. Wayland is attempting to show 
by this argument that slavery is sinful. This is 
begging the question. If he had jorowm 
that slavery is a sin, then the appliciition of his 
principle to the subject . would have been clear. 
But, as the matter is, whatever it may prove in 
regard to returning good for evil, it has no 
bearing on a principle, or the point at issue be- 
tween him and the slaveholder. He must first 
prove that the slave is retaining good for evil in 
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obeying the lawful commands of his master, be- 
fore the argument has any bearing on the point 
at issue. He might say with equal truth and 
fairness that the child is returning good for evil 
when he obeys the lawful requirements of his 
pax'euts, for they rest ^wee/se/y on the same 
ground, although this is the leading object Dr. 
Wayland had in view in making the distinction. 
"It" — the obedience to masters — "is never 
urged like t'lie duty of obedience to parents, be- 
cause it is not rif/hf." Well, let us see how the 
matter stands in the Scriptures. Children are 
commanded to obej' their parents in the Lord ; 
the reason given is, "/o/* this is right.'''' (Eph. 
vi, 1.) Why is it right for children to obey their 
pai'ents? Does the obligation arise from the 
relation in which the parties stand to each 
other? Dr. Wayland would answer this last 
question in the affirmative. Or, does the obli- 
gation arise from the fiict that God had said, in 
the fifth commandment, " Honor thy father and 
thy mother ? " Is not this the true reason why 
obedience to parents is right ? The relation in 
the first place must be right itself, before it can 
be right to obey. The relation of parent and 
child is recognized as lawful— that is, in accord- 
ance with the will of God — and, hence, obedi- 
ence is right. ' ~ 
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'''he obedience of the slave to his master is 
urged " because the cultivation of meekness 
and forbearance under injury will be well pleas- 
ing to God." A more complete begging of the 
question never has been exemplified. Dr. Way- 
land is trying to account for the fact that the 
writers of the New Testament did not expressly 
condemn slavery, for fear of a servile war; and 
that the system is wrong any way ; and he tries 
to prove that it is wrong by assuming that it is 
wrong; therefore^ it is icrony. But, let us 
proceed with his distinctions, and see how the 
Scriptures will settle the point. Thus, servants 
are commanded to be obedient to their own 
masters " in singleness of heart, (is unto Christ^'''' 
doing: the tciU of God from the heart.'' 
Now, in the name of all that is sacred, we ask 
on what higher authority can the obligation to 
obedience rest than on the ?rill of God.^ This 
is the very foundation on which all obligation 
rests ; it is the best — it is sure always to be 
right ; yet, servants are commanded to obey 
their masters, not from the consideration that 
the eye of their master is upon them, " not with 
eye-service, as men-pleasers, but as the servants 
of Christ, doinff the loill of God from the 
heart — from the proper motive — from the fact 
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that God requires it. We will not pursue this 
point any further, as it must be plain to every 
man that there is a distinction made in the tvyo 
things by Dr. Wayland without any. real 
difference. 

Now, if the point fit issue between us were 
the mere question of crpedienci/ as to whether 
it would be better for slavery to exist or be 
abolished — if the matter were one of indiffer- 
ence as to the holding or not holding slaves, 
then we might bring in various considerations 
for or against slavery. Paul says, " all things 
are lawful for me, but all things are not expedi- 
ent." (1st Cor. vi, 12.) We are not to abuse 
our Christian liberty to the offence of our 
brethren. (1st Cor. viii, 4-11.) Still, so far as 
the thing is in itself lawful, it is a matter of in- 
difference whether we indulge, or abstain ; " for, 
neither if we eat are we the better, neither if 
we eat not are we the worse." We are not 
bound to abstain from a course,, or from doing 
anything which is a matter of indifference, un- 
less our indulgence would become a stumbling 
block in the way of a weak brother. (Verse 
9.) Hence the apostle adduces or draws this 
general principle in regard to our conduct about 
abstaining from or indulging in things indiffer- 
p* 
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cht in themseh'is: " Whevefove, if meat make 
my brother to oftend, I will eat no flesh while 
the world standeth, lest I make my brother to 
offe^." (See veree 13.) " All things are law- 
ful for me, but all things edify not." (1st Cor. 
X, 23.) This is the ScriiAural rule about things 
that are indifferent in themselves. If Dr. 
Wayland and his anti-slavery friends would take 
the ground that slaveiy is lawful, but not expe- 
dient — is lawful, but is not for edification, then, 
probably, there would be some reason or sense 
in their opposition to slavery ; but they take 
the "higher" ground that it is "a moral evil," 
that it "is a sin {jxt' mc) in itself, and this is 
the issue they have made, and we must meet it. 
Then, all side issues about expediency, national 
wealth, its eftects on the morals of both parties, 
do «©t touch the }»oint at issue. 

Is slavery sinful in itself? this is the (jues- 
tion. We answer no; it is not sinful, for God 
in his Word, re<iuires servants to obey their 
masters, thereby recognizing the relation as 
lawfid and right. Let us take an illustration 
from Scriptural facts, to show the absurdity of 
this two-ground doctrine. From the relation 
of husband and wife it would appear that they 
were and should be on terms of j^erfect eq^iiality 
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?xs to the right to rule, and such appears to have 
been the case in a state of innocence ; but sin 
entered and destroyed tliis equality, and the 
Creator, in consequence of the woman being 
first in the transgression, lias subjected her to 
the will of her husband. "Thy desire shall be 
to thv husband, and he shall rule over thee." 
(Gen. iii, 16.) On Avhat ground, it may be 
asked, " is the woman commanded " to be in 
subjection to her own husband*:' "Wives, sub- 
mit yourselves to your own husbands." Surely 
this obligation to obedience does not arise from 
the relation which the parties sustain to each 
other, but obedience is right because God re- 
quires it. We may apply this in all its force to 
the relation of master and slave. The ground 
of obligation does not raci'cly rest on the rela- 
tion of the parties, but on the expressed will of 
God. This makes obedience in both cases right, 
and disobedience wrong. God has subjected 
the race of Ham to those of Sheni and Japheth, 
as a punishment of the sin of their progenitor. 
He has not repealed this decision, or reversed 
the sentence, but has commanded servants to 
obey their masters — doing the will of God. 
These illustrations show clearly the absurdity of 
Dr. ^Vayland's attempted distinction of two 
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grounds of obligation in the Gospel. Such dis- 
■tinctipn is not authorized by the Scriptures. 
The Gospel was not given to teach rebellion 
-against lawful authority, nor to break up the 
Jawful relations of life, but to teach each one 
his proper duty in the place God has assigned 
•him, and the foundation or reason of his duty. 
To attempt to change the ground of obligation, 
is to attempt to make that " straight which God 
hath made crooked " — to teoeh^ rather than 
ohey^ our Creator. 

We are now prepared to answer a question 
which Dr. Wayland propounds to the slave- 
holder, and which he evidently considers a 
settler of the whole question. (Moral Science, 
p. 212.) "Would the master be willing that 
another person should subject hiui to slavery 
for the same reasons and on the same grounds 
that he holds his slave in bondage ? " We an- 
swer, emphatically^ no. And why not ? We 
.reply, God never has given the descendants of 
Shem or. Japheth the right to enslave each 
•other ; or, in other words, God has never sub- 
ordinated these races to each other as servants. 
They have no authority to enslave each other, 
but God ha.s given them the right, or subjected 
the descendants of Ham to them separately and- 
distinctly. (Gen. ix, 25-2T.) 
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Again, on the same page, he asks, "Would 
the Gospel allow us, if it were in our power, to 
seduce our fellow-citizens of our own color to 
slavery?" We again, emphatically, answer, 
that, according to your own conception, the 
Gospel has not, by express precept, forbidden 
slavery ; and, hence, it has not changed the sen- 
tence of God against Ham's posterity, neither 
has it conferred the right on the posterity of 
Shem or Japheth to enslave each other, and the 
question is out of place. We have no authority 
to enslave our fellow-citizens of our own color ; 
we have, howev6r^ the right to hold the pos- 
terity of "^am in bondage. The assertion that 
"the Gc J \ makes no distinction between men 
on the ground of color, or race," is a very silly 
thing, for this distinction was made immediately 
after the flood and long before the Gospel dis- 
pensation commenced. The Gospel found the 
distinction already made. You admit that it 
did not condemn this distinction by an express 
precept. And we enquire, for what purpose 
did you ask the question ? The passage from 
Acts xvii, 26, that is quoted to sustain the posi- 
tion that "the Gospel makes no distinction 
between men on the ground of color, or race," 
has no application to the point. That passage 
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simply proves that all men of all nations avo 
descended from the same original stock, or what 
is xisually called " the unity of the race." This 
we have admitted, and are prepared to sustain; 
But the tmity and equallti/ of races is a distinc- 
tion with ivdifh'ence, and that difference has 
been made by the Creator himself. From a 
want of observing this very simple and plain 
distinction, thousands of honest men have" been 
led into a radical error on the subject of himian 
rights and personal liberty. The unifi/ of the 
race would prove its equaJlty also, provided 
there had been nothing to disturb this equality. 
Sin has disturbed this equality^ while it has not 
interfered with its nnitt/^ We need do nothing 
more than call the reader's attention to the fact 
that the Creator has subjected' the woman to 
the will of her husband, and the posterity of 
Ilam to that of Shem and Japheth, and both as 
a pimishyient for sin. But, it will be said, in 
rej»ly to this, if this be the true teaching of the 
Bible, its principles are not as liberal as many 
human productions. " The Gospel of Christ," it 
will be said, "on the subject of human rights, 
falls infinitely beloAV the Declaration of Ameri- 
can Independence.'* 
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Let us look into the matter a little further. 
We make a renuark on the introductory sen- 
tence of the Declaration of Independence: 
" We hold these truths to be self-evident : that 
all men are created equal." Those who framed 
and adopted that instrument did not njoan that 
all men, without distinction, or e.vcejytion, are 
created equal. They simply meant that the 
people of the American Colonies were equal 
with their English ancestors; that they had the ; 
right to political freedom, or independence, 
equally with the mother country — that govern- 
ment having failed to accomplish the end for 
which it was set up, they had the right to 
change it and adopt such a one as would best 
suit their interests — personal and social. In 
this sense it contained an important political 
truth ; is not contrary to the teachings of the 
Bible, and is in accordance with the fixcts of the 
case^ The framers of that instrument did not 
mean that their slaves were their political equals, 
or that they had the same rights to personal 
liberty with their masters. If such had been 
the meaning and construction of that memora- 
ble sentence, this great Confederacy of inde- 
pendent States would never, have been formed.. 
If w'e have not given the true meaining and 
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intent of that sentence, then it does not contain 
" self-evident truths," for we have shown that 
the Creator has taken away certain inalienable 
rights from one portion of the human family, 
and given them to the other two divisions of 
the race. Among these rights which the Crea- 
tor has taken away, is that of personal liberty 
from the posterity of Ham. It is not, however, 
with human productions we have now to deal : 
it is with the Bible. The " voice of the multi- 
tude is not always the voice of God," is a maxim 
of some importance in the investigation of hu- 
man rights and personal freedom. That men 
sometimes think they arc wiser than God, has 
been exemplified in the past history of the race. 
The French, for instance, thought that their 
Creator was mistaken when he appointed one- 
seventh of the time as a day of rest from labor 
and to be spent in his service. They repudiated 
the very existence of a God, set up a young 
woman, and worshipped her as the Goddess of 
Reason ; and, to obliterate every mark and ves- 
tige of the Christian religion, they abolished 
the seventh day, and appointed the tenth as the 
proper part of time for cessation from labor. 
What was the result of this mad attempt to 
teach their Creator and correct his work ? The 
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wildest confusion prevailed. Their goddess ac- 
cidentally fell and broke her neck. Man and. 
beast broke down Under the ten day system, 
find had to return to the time appointed by the 
Creator. And we liope that the fanaticism of 
abolitionism will be destroyed by its own cor- 
ruptions, and men will be brought to their sober 
thoughts again, to abide by what God has said 
and taught in the Scriptures on the subject of 
personal servitude. Dr. Wayland admits that 
there is no direct precept in the Xew^ Testa- 
ment forbidding or prohibiting slavery. Paul 
says that " Where there is no law there is no- 
transgression," (Rom. iv, 15,) and that "Sin is- 
not imputed where there is no law." (Rom. ^ 
13.) With these things. before us, then, who 
dare say that the slaveholder is a great sinner, 
that slavery is a " moral evil," a " sin in itself," 
and attempt to exclude him fi om Heaven Avhen 
Christ has not done so? We ask, w'ho ? and 
echo answers, who ? 

Dr. Wayland seems determined on making 
slavery a sin, and the slaveholder a great sinner, 
unless he hold the slave, " not on the gi'oundof 
right over him^ but of obligation to him^ for 
the purpose of accomplishing a particular and 
specified good?'* He comes to this conclusion 
Q - 
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from many considerations, which appear to him 
to be unanswerable. Among the reasons which 
lead him to this conclusion, is this, viz : " God 
has imposed upon men certain obligations which 
are inconsistent with the existence of domestic 
slavery." That God has imposed certain obli- 
gations upon men, and that these obligations 
are inconsistent with the existence of domestic 
slavery, he thinks may be easily shown. Here 
they are. We will state and answer them one 
by one, in the order as laid down by him. 
(Moral Science, p. 213.) Among these things, 
the Dr. thinks, that "the universal proclamation 
of the Gospel to all men, without respect to 
cdrcumstance or condition," is very prominent. 
Bet him speak for himself. "He," that is, 60^, 
"has made it our duty to proclaim the Gospel 
to all men, without respect to circumstances or 
condition. If it be our duty to jiroclaim the 
Gospel to every creature, it must be our duty 
to give every creature every means for attaining 
a knowledge of it — and yet, more imperatively, 
not to place any obstacles in the way of at- 
taining that knowledge." Dr. Wayland means 
by the expression, " It must be our duty to give 
to every creature every means for attaining a 
knowledge of his duty," that slaveholders 
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sliuuld learn their slaves to read, and that 
slavery is wrong because it interferes w ith the 
slaves studying reading, writing, geography, 
and other kindred branches ; in other words, if 
the slave were taught his duty to God and to 
his master, according to modern notions of edu- 
cation, slavery could not exist for a day. This 
is the true meaning from the latter clause of the 
■extract, " yet niore imperatively, not to place 
any obstacles in the way of their attaining that 
knowledge." The idea that is prominent in this 
extract is, that slavery interferes with the 
slave's understanding the Gospel, because thi^ 
knowledge would necessarily bring more, whi 
would destroy the master's control over t 
slave altogether ; for, "inasmuch as the acquisi- 
tion of the knowledge of his (the slave's) duty 
to God could not be freely made without; the 
acquisition of other knowledge, which might, if 
universally diffused, endanger the control of the 
master. Slavery supposes the master to have 
the right to determine how onuch knowledge of 
his duty a slave shall obtain, the manner in 
which he shall obtain it, and the manner in 
which he shall discharge that duty after he ishall 
have obtained a knowledge of it. It thus sub- 
jects the duty of man to Qod entirely to the 
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will of man, and this for the sake of })ociiniavy 
profit. It renders tlie eternal happiness of the 
one party subservient to the temporal happiness 
of the other. And this principle is commonly 
rec6gui?.ed by the laws of all slave-holding 
countries.". (Moral Science, page 207.) The 
whole gist of this position is contained in two 
points, viz: That the slave's uctpiisition of his 
knowledfife of his Maker's Will would necessarily 
lead to the knowledge that his master is doing 
him wro»»g in holding him in bondage. Ho 
might and would learn from abolitionists this 
idea, but not from the Bible, for tliat good book 
teaches servants to be content with their lot — 
t conclude, because they have bei omc Chris- 
ns, therefore, . they ought to disobey their 
mzwiters. To think that the Gospel is a declara- 
tion of the universal abolition of subjection to 
superiors, is the doctrine of perrcrta'/i^ not of 
iiiferprefci'is, of God's "Word. " Let every man 
abide in the same calling wherein he was called. 
Art thou called, being a servant, care not for it; 
but, if thou mayest be made free, use it rather." 
(Ist Cor; vii,J20, 21.) This passage shows this 
important point, namely : that civil servitude is 
not inconsistent with Chnstiau liberty. They 
mav be the Lord's fvee mm who arc davcs to 
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The marriage contract is a contract for lite, and 
is indissolublc.only for one cause." (He puglit 
to have said for — not only conjugal infidel- 
ity, but for willful desertion.) "Any system," 
continues he, " that interferes with this contract, 
and claims, to make it anything else than what 
God has made it, is a violation of His law. Yet, 
strange to say, God has not, by any express pre- 
cept, forbidden this system of monster wicked- 
ness — Dr. Wayland himself being judge! God^ 
has not forbidden slavery bfecaiise " its announce- 
ment would have been the signal of a servile 
war ! " The more we investigate the subject of 
slavery in the anti-slavery view of it, the con- 
duct of Christ and his apostles becom(sm<|pe 
and more shadowed in mvsterv, instead of be- 
coming clearer as we advance. Darkue^ — 
Egyptian darkness — covers our pathway! . 

The proper question, then, for examination is, 
Do tlie Scriptures treat the marriage of Slaves 
in the same light as they do that of free men V 
If we show that they do not, then, that slavery 
is contrary to the law of God, is without foim- 
dation. The marriage of a bond-man among 
the Jews was treated differently from that of a 
free man. The Hebrew servant that served six 
years and Avas entitled to his freedom, could 
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enjoy that freedom, if he were a married man, 
on condition that he left his wife and children. 
" If his master have given him a wife, and slio 
have borne him sons or daughters, the wife and 
<;hildren shall he lier master's, aud he shall go 
out by himself" (Ex. xxi, 4.) The only con- 
<lition on which the servant could remain with, 
his wife and children was that he became a 
slave for life. " And if the servant shall plainly 
say, I love my master, my wife, and my chil- 
dren, I will not go out free, then his master shall 
bring him unto the judges ; he shall also bring 
him to the door, or unto the door-post, and his 
niaster shall bore his ear through with an awl, 
arid he shall serve him for ever." (Ex. xxi, 5, 
6.)' Now, taking this law in connection M'ith 
the fact that God has not forbidden by an ex- 
press precept the system of slavery, we may 
form a very correct and equitable judgment on 
a point that fi'equently puzzles Christian mas- 
ters on the subject of separating husband and 
wife in case of a removal, or the death of the 
head of a family. To illustrate the subject and 
show clearly our view of. the matter, suppose, 
for instance, that a man is about to remove to a 
HOW country ; he wishes to take his servants 
with him, but some of tlie male servants have 
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wives belonging to other men, and, probably,, 
some of the female servants have husbands be- 
longing to another man. The question witli 
the Christian master is, how shall he manage 
the matter so as not to interfere with, the mar- 
riage relation of his servants. The case to us 
seems plain, from the law just quoted from Ex- 
odus. The equitable plan is simply to give the 
slave his choice — if he prefer to go with hi» 
master and leave his wife and children, the 
matter is at an endi; if he prefer to stay with 
his wife and children, it is then the duty of his 
master either to buy his wife and the children 
under age, or sell him to the man who owns his^ 
wife — so in the case of the female servan^. 
This is the rule, and it is a just one, I'esting as- 
it does on the Scriptural principle laid down by 
Moses, and adopted by most of Christian mas- 
ters so far as our knowledge extends. The Jaws- 
of some slave-holding States require that in 
case of the death of the master without a will^ 
the slaves shall be sold in families. We know 
this to be true, and we have every reason to 
believe that it will ultimately be the case in all. 
of the slave-holding States. 

The objection of Dr.- Way land against slavery,, 
arising from the supposed interference with the 
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/Kirental relations, will bo answered more fully 
when we come to point out the Scripturhl du- 
ties of masters and slayes. To answer it here 
would be to anticipate that branch of our sub- 
ject too far. We therefore pass by it with the 
single remark that God has constituted the 
jnaster the legal father and guardian of the 
children of his servants. This we will show in 
its proper place. 

We have, we believe, noticed the principal 
arguments or side issues which Dr. Wayland 
makes against slavery. We will now notice 
briefly an argument brought forward by many 
professedly Christian people at the North. We 
will have to state the matter from memory, a& 
we have no written document at hand, though 
we would prefer this mode, as there could then 
be no ground for complaint that we have done 
the advocates of this opinion injustice. If, 
then, we clearly imderstand the matter, the ar- 
gument is derived from the meaning of the 
(ireek word which is usually trans- 

lated "servant" in our authorized version of 
the New Testament. The objector says, when 
we quote the passage, " servants be obedient to 
them that are your masters," aijd similar ex- 
pressions, that the word servant does not mean 
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slave in the sense iu which we use it, for Chris- 
tians are called in the New Testament the ser- 
vants — not the slaves of Christ. Therefore^ 
servant does not mean a slave, but simply a 
hired servant. This, we believe, is a fair state- 
ment of the matter. It is not worth while to " 
dispute about the meaning of the Greek word 
doulos. Every scholar knows that it means a^ 
slave. We will, however, quote one two- 
authors of acknowledged standing, as expound- 
ers of the Scriptures. Matthew Henry says io 
his note on Ephesians vi, 5, that "these ser- 
vants were generally slaves." Dr. Scott admits 
the same thing in his note on the same verse, 
(Epbes. vi, 5-9.) "** In genial, tiie servants at 
that time were slaves, the property of their 
masters, and were often treated with great 
severity." These men had no love for slavery, 
and, hence, their testimony is the more valuable. 
The word dmtlos^ a "servant," or "slave," 
occurs about one hundred and twenty times in 
the New Testament, and we have seen that 
both Henry and Scott say that it means slave, 
the property of the master. But, says the ob- 
jector, this cannot be so, for the apostle Paul 
(Rom. i, 1,) calls himself a servant of Jesus 
Christ. The apostle James uses the same mode 

B 
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of expression. (James i, 1.) "James, a ser- 
vant of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ." 
(See also Titus i, 1; 2d Peter i, 1; Jude i.) 
It is even said of Christ (Phil, ii, 7,) that " He 
took upon himself the form of a servant, and 
was made in the likeness of men." These are 
a few specimens of the use of the >vord as used 
in the New Testament. The question now 
arises, What constitutes a man, or Christian, as a . 
servant of Christ, or of God? Certainly one of 
the things is, that He be subject to the will of 
God, or Christ— to the Avill of another. Christ 
took upon himself the form of a servant because 
in the work of redemption He was subject to 
the will of His Father. " My meat is to do. the 
will of Him that sent me, and to finish His 
work." (John iv, 34.) "Father, if Thou be 
willing, remove this cup from me; neverthe- 
less, not ray will, but thine be done." (Luke 
xxii, 42.) " Lo, I come ! in the volume of thy 
book it is written of me to do Thy will, O 
God." (Heb. x, 1.) These passages prove one 
point beyond dispute, that a servant must and 
is subject to the will of another. It may be 
objected that this obedience on the part of 
Christ was voluntary. Admitted; still this does 
not destroy the idea of subjection to the will of 
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another. What, then, constitutes a Christian 
the servant of Christ? There are two ideas 
prominent in this. First, that he Repurchased,, 
and, secondly, that he obey the %cill of Christy 
his master. The idea of purchaseis very prom- 
inent in the Scriptures, and is fi'equently urged 
as a consideration why Christians should be 
wholly devoted to Christ's service. "Ye are 
not your own, for ye are bought with a price ; 
therefore, glorify God in your body and in your 
spirit, which are God's." (1st Cor. vi, 19, 20.) 
The price is very valuable, not being any mate- 
rial, such as silver, or gold, but His own blood. 
" Forasmuch as ye know that ye were not re- 
deemed with corruptible things, as silver and 
gold, * * * but with the precious blood 
of Christ, as of a lamb without blemish and 
without spot." (1st Peter i, 18.). In these 
passages the idea of a purchase stands promi- 
nent. We are taught that Christians do not 
belong to themselves, but are the property of 
Christ. He has redeemed them, paid the price 
demanded for their release, so that His purchase 
extends to the soul as well as the body / both 
are included. This conveys the idea of more 
complete subjection to the will of Christ on the 
part of his followers, than is even required by 
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any master of his servant or slave. All that 
the master buys and claims is the time of tlie 
servant; he does not buy the soul, or claim to 
control the conscience of the slave. It is left 
free, and he is at liberty to Avorship his God as 
may best suit his own views. 

The other idea of a Chi'istian being a servant 
of Christ is, that he obey in all things the will 
of Chnst, his master. Paul, at his conversion, 
enquired, "Lord, tohat wilt thou have me to 
do ?" (Acts ix, 6.) " He that is called, being 
free, is Christ's servant." (1st Cor. vii.) We 
need not multiply passages to prove this point, 
as it is conceded by all who acknowledge the 
Scriptures as the rule of faith and practice. 
" Whosoever will come after me," says Christ, 
"let him deny himself, and take up his cross 
and follow me." (Matthew xvi, 24.) The two 
prominent ideas 6i subjection are then found in 
the very Word, and on that point which is se- 
lected to disprove the doctrine for which we 
contend. The S jriptures recognize the principle 
that the servant is the property of his master — 
" He is his money," " possession," an inheritance 
for his children" — and they inculcate obedieme 
on servants to their masters. But, the objector 
still answers us that the apostle says that Chris- 
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tiaiis are the property of Christ, and from this 
consideration should not be the servants of men. 
"Ye are bought with a price: be not ye the 
servants of men." (1st Cor. vii, 23.) To this 
we reply that a man may be the servant of Christ 
in a spiritual sense, and the servant of man in a 
civil sense, without any contradiction ; in other 
words, civil servitude is not inconsistent with 
Christian liberty, "for he that is called in the 
Lord, being a servant, is the Lord's free man." 
(Ist Cor. vii, 22.) The Gospel does not inter- 
fere with the relations of life, while, in a spirit- 
ual sense, there is no distinction made on 
account of the . rank or civil condition of men. 
For " there is neither Jew, nor Greek ; there is 
neither bond, (slave,) nor free, (free man;) 
there is neither male, nol* female, for ye all are 
one in Jesus Christ." (Gal. iii, 28.) "Slaves 
are now the Lord's free men, and free men the 
Lord's servants : and this consideration makes 
the free humble, and the slave cheerful." 
(Doddridge.) The Gospel, then, was not in- 
tended to teach disobedience to those whom 
God, by His providence, has placed over us, 
but to be cheerful, obedient — rendering to all 
that reverence, honor and obedience due to 
them. He, therefore, that teaches or exhorts 



210 



THE NKW TESTAMENT OJ^ SLAVERY. 



slaves to disobey their masters, runaway from 
their service, because he vainly cmeyts that the 
Gospel makes no distinction among men on ac- 
cotmt of race, or color; such an one "is proud, 
knowing nothing, but doting about questions 
and strifes of words, wh.oreof coraeth envy, 
strife, railings, evil surmisings, perverse disput- 
ings of men of corrupt minds, and destitute of 
the truth — supposing that gain is godliness: 
from such withdraw thyself." (1st Tim. vi, 4, 
5.) There is the portrait of an abolition agi- 
tator drawn at full length by the pen of an 
inspired apostle; and the very existence of such 
agitators is a standing proof to us, to be seen of 
all, that the holy men wrote as they were moved 
by the Holy Ghosl. If there were none teach- 
ing disobedience to nfasters, abusing men who 
hold slaves, and trying every means to excite 
servile war, then our proof of the inspiration of 
Paul would sbe wanting. We see the man of 
sin as he describes him : we see scoffers denying 
the Lord that bought them ; we see abolitionists 
"doting about questions," which in no way 
concern ttiera, for they liave no personal or 
direct connection with slavery ; we sec " envy, 
strife, or contentions, railing.s," the use of the 
most offensive epithets, " evil surmisings," sus- 
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picioiis and jealousies, perverse disputings ot- 
men of corrupt minds — destitute of the truth — 
men who neither know nor care for the truth, 
so that their selfish ends are obtained^" sup- 
posing that gain is godliness" — that their selfish 
ends are the highest evidence of piety — pre- 
tending to be the only friend of the slave — very 
pious and devout — seeking his spiritual and 
- temparal welfare, while some office is the sole 
and only end to be gained. " From such with- 
draw thyself." We see all these things before 
our eyes, and thus have the best 'evidence of 
the inspiration of the writers of the New Tes- 
tament. Tlie last argument which we will 
notice is founded on the assertion that slave- 
holders are "men stealers," and, therefore, they 
should be turned out of God's church on earth, 
and excluded from His kingdom hereafter. . The 
apostles, (1st Tim. i, 10,) says the objector, 
classes the man-stealers with the " lawless and 
disobedient," with the " ungodly and sinners," 
with the " unholy and profane," with " murder- 
ers of fathers .and murderers of mothei's," with 
^' whoremongers arid them that defile themselves 
with mankind," with "liars and perjured per- 
sons." These, characters — especially the last — 
are declared in other places of the New Testa- 
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luent to be unworthy of Heaven. The slave 
Iwlder is aman-stealer; therefore, he is exchidecl 
from the kingdom of Heaven. This is a fall 
and fair statement of the argument. The whoU^ 
gist and sophistry of the matter consists in 
assuming that the slaveholder is a mati'Stealer. 
Let us sec on what ground this assumption 
rests. Surely some abolition orator is the 
author of the assertion that slaveholders are 
raen-stealers. The Bible does not say so. 
What! did the inspired apostle mean to say 
that "Father Abraham", was a man-stealerl 
Did the /ipostle Paul mean to, say that " Phile- 
mon, his dearly beloved and fellow-laborer and 
brother," w.is a raan-stealer, and yet send back 
Onesimus, his runaway slave ? Certainly Paul, 
or the anti-slavery man, is mad. Which affords 
the best evidence of sanity, or insanity, cannot 
be long a matter of dispute in the mind of 
every sober and reHecting man. The term 
needs some explanation to clear it from the per- 
versions of abolitionists. The Bible is always 
the best expounder of itself. Then, a man- 
stoaler, in the Scriptural sense of the word, is 
one who steals or kidnaps a free man., to make 
merchandize of him — that is, steals him and 
sells him as a .:lavc. This crime was punishable 
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with death, according to the law of God given 
by Moses. " He that stealeth a man and selleth 
him, or, if he be found in his hand, he shall 
surely be put to death." (Ex. xxi, 1C.> That 
we have given the correct interpretation of the 
law is clear from the parallel passage in Deut. 
xxiv, 7 : " If a man be found stealing any of his 
brethren of the children of Israel^ and maketh 
merchandize of him, or solleth him, then that 
thief shall die, and thou shalt put away evil 
from among you." Matthew Henry gives the 
following note on Ex. xxi, 16: "There is a law 
against man-stealing. He that steals a tntm, 
woman, or child, with a design to sell them to 
the Gentiles, (for no Israelite would buy them) 
was adjudged to death by this statute, which 
is ratified by the apostle (1st Tim. i, 10,) where 
ny^n-stealers are reckoned among those wicked 
ones against whom laws must be made by 
Christian princes." Such, evidently, is the true 
meaning of the law. This may be shown from 
other considerations: First — the life of a ser- 
vcoit was not as valuable as that of a free man. 
To steal a free man, and sel' him, was to deprive 
the public of one of its members. Secondly — 
it was taking away a man's liberty — the liberty 
of a free-born Israelite — which was next in value 
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to liis litb. Thirdly — " it was driving a man out 
from the inlieritaneo of tlie land, to the privi- 
leges of which ho was entitled, and bidding 
him to go and serve other gods." 

To take the abolition view of the two laws, is 
to makv^ the first one in Exodns an independent 
statute of perpetual obligation, and the other 
merely temporary — that is, a law is eitlier tem- 
porary or perpettial, to suit the views of the 
man who wishes to accomplish a particular pur- 
pose. To take the ground that Dr. Scott does, 
that the law in Exodus implied that he who stole 
any one of the human species^ in order to make 
41 slave of him, should be punished with death, 
is to pervert, not explain the passage. The 
emphasis in this quotation is ours. We placed 
it there for the purpose of showing the absurdity 
of the forced interpretation which Dr. Scott 
attempts to put upon it, if the law then applied 
to " any one of the human species.'''' We sim- 
ply enquire. Were the Jews of the human sj)e- 
ries, or not ? If they were, then there was no 
necessity or sens'i in giving the law of Deut. 
xxiv, 7. That the Israelites did not belong to 
the human species, we presume no man will 
attempt to prove. The truth is, the law of 
Deut. xxiv, 7, is an exfwsition of that of Ex, 
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XX, IG. Besides, there is a wit^e diftereiice be- 
tween enacting a law to prevent the Jews from 
stealing a Hebrew, or free man, and making 
merchandize of him, and authorizing them to 
buy bond-men and bond-maids from the heathen s 
around them and of the strangers wlio sojourned 
among them. It is also evident that the law of 
Exodus xxi, 16, referred to free men, because 
the bond-men and bond-maids were liable to be 
sold to the stranger, as well as to men of the 
Hebrew nation. We admit that it is wrong to 
steal a free man, and sell him for a slave. 

Many Christians seem to admit that slavery 
is not wrong under certain circumstances, but 
will not allow that the New Testament does 
countenance the idea of its perpetuity. The 
perpetuity of the system depends entirely on 
the will of the owner. This is clearly the idea 
of Paul, as he would not do anything with One- 
sinius without the consent of his master, Phile- 
mon. [Philemon, verse 14.] ^ " Whom I would 
have retained with me, tJb^^t m stead , lie 
might have ministered unt6^^i|ln the bonds of 
the Gospel ; but without th\j mind would I do 
nothing, that thy benefit should not be as it 
were of necessity, but willingly." "Art thou 
called, being a sarvanf, care not for it; but, if 
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thou mayesl be made free^ use it rather." (1st 
Cor. vii, 21.] Who, then, was to make the 
slave free? Certainly, if the master, it was to 
be his own voluntary act, for even Dr. Way- 
land says, or admita that "the G||ppel neither 
commands masters to manumit their slaves, nor 
authoT^s slaves to free themselves from their 
masteisff^' 

We will now point out the mutual duties of 
masters and slaves, as laid down in the holy 
Scriptures. 
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CHAPTER Vlir. 

THE DUTIES OF MASTERS AND SERVANTS. 

We sot out with the settled purpose to know 
and follow the teachings of the Scriptures on 
the subject of slavery, and with the determina- 
tion to follow out the sacred writers on all 
points touching the matter. Our work, then, 
would not be complete without pointing out 
the mutual duties growing out of the relation 
of masters and servants. We have seen, and 
our opponents admit, that neither Christ nor 
his inspired apostles have declared that the rela- 
tion of master is sinful in itself; that the sacred 
writers have prescribed the duties of the rela- 
tion ; and, of course, it is the duty of every one 
to know what his Creator requires of him in the 
various relations and stations of life. 

We may remark here, again, that the neglect 
to discharge the duty growing out of any rela- 
tion, and enjoined by God on those sustaining 
that relation, is altogether a different thing from 
s . ■ 
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the relation itself. The relation may be lavful 
and innocent in itself, while those who sustain 
that relation may fail or neglect to perform the 
duties of that relation, enjoined by divine 
authority. The sin may and often does consist 
in the neglect oi the duties, and not in the rela- 
tion itself. By observing this plain and obvious 
distinction, no one can be at a loss to see the 
sophism of Dr. Wayland's remarks, [Moral 
Science, p. 216,] that "The manner in which 
the duty of servants or slaves is inculcated, 
therefore, affords no ground for the assertion, 
that the Gospel authorizes one man to hold an- 
other in bondage, any. more thani^he command 
to honor the king, when that king was Nero, 
authorized the tyranny of the emperor, or than 
the command to turn the other cheek when one 
is smitten, justifies the infliction of violence by 
an injurious man." This argument completely 
misses the point at issue. All that can be fairly 
deduced from it is, that Nero was a very bad 
ruler, that he did not perform his duty as a 
ruler, but tyrannized over his subjects — abused 
his power ; but this by no means proves that, 
therefore, the relation of ruler and au^ect is 
sinful' in itself. This is altogether another 
matter. On the same ground every relation ia 
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life may be proven to be sinful. All that is 
necessary, then, according to this view of the 
subject, to justify any one from recognizing a 
relation as lawful and right, is for one of the 
parties to neglect the duties appropriate to that 
relation. This is too clearly absurd. To pursue 
it further, would be trying to prove a thing 
which is clear as soon as stated in words which 
<5an be understood by the reader. And, until 
Dr. Wayland proves that the slave is returning 
good or evil in obeying his master's lawful 
requirements, the latter part of the paragraph 
which we have quoted is just that much gratui- 
tous assertion. That many known and lawful 
duties are neglected in all relations of life, we 
presume that no man at all conversant with men 
and things Avill attempt to deny. The object, 
then, should be to know our duties ; the rea- 
sons on Avhich they are based ; attempt to per- 
form them, and not set ourselves to abuse those 
who are desirous to know and perform the du. 
ties which God requires of them ; and God has 
not required us to reject those whom He has 
accepted, nor to add to His Word, and thus 
<K)ndemn a relation- which he has not con- 
demned. A grieat amount of abuse has been 
expended by anti-slavery , men against the sin- 
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fulness of the relation of master and slave. 
May it not bitj asked with authority, " Wl)6 
hath required this at your hands ?" God has 
not said in His Word that the relation is sinful. 
He has not authorized uninspired men to say 
so, and we would calmly and respectfully ask, 
" By what authority you do these things, arid 
who gave you this authority ? " If you reply 
that the authority is of men, we respectfully 
but firmly decline to obey it, or recognize it 
as binding in this case. If you say it is of God, 
produce your proof; prove your credentials. 
This we are satisfied you cannot do, and from 
this time forth your quarrels must be with your - 
Creator, and not with us. With these prelimi- 
nary remarks, we now go on to ascertain the 
duties of masters and servants ; to know what 
God requires of both parties, and to urge on 
both masters and servants a faithful perform- 
ance of the duties God has mutually enjoined 
on thein, 

1. The Unties of Masters. — ^There are a few 
plain and simple duties, so reasonable in them- 
selves, and dictated by the light of reason, that 
the Scriptures say nothing about them ; still, we 
will point them out. It is the duty, then, of the 
master to furnish his servants with comfortable 
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liouses, decent clothing — more especially is tliis 
incumbent on the master in inclement and cold 
, weather — so that the servant may be fitted for 
the proper and full discharge of his duty in la- 
boring for his master. To supply them with 
plenty of good and wholesome food; this is 
plainly reasonable and right, as every man 
knows by his own experience that it is impossi- 
ble foi' either man or beast to labor without a 
sufficient supply of food to keep up tlie heat 
and strength of the system which has been ex- 
hausted and consumed by continued exercise. 
It is the duty of the master to take care of his 
slaves when they become old, infirm, or so dis- 
eased as to render them unable to labor. This, 
we believe? is generally acknowledged by all 
slaveholders, and not only recognized as a duty, 
but actually performed. In this respect there 
is a very wide difference between the slave and 
the mere hireling. The hireling gets his oicn 
food from the family in which he serves; but, 
out of his small wages, he has to support his 
wife and children, clothe himself and clothe 
and feed both his wife and children. When the 
hired servant becomes old and helpless, be has 
no kind master to take cajiB of him in his declin- 
ing years; he must take care of himself, live on 
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public charity, be. flepeudent on his children 
who are servants themselves, and have families 
of wives and children to support besides. It is 
the duty of the master to nurse and furnish 
medical aid to his slaves when they are sick. 
This is also generally recognized and observed 
•by slaveholders. Here, again, the slave has.the 
advantage of the mere hired servant, for he has 
uot only to clothe himself, furnish both food 
and clothing for his family — if he has one — but 
to pay out of his wages the doctor's bill, and, 
frequently, for a nurse besides; for, if he stop 
to labor to nurse his sick family, his wages stop 
too. There is another point which is recoguized 
as right among all slaveholders, and it is a point 
in which the slave is far above the mere hired 
servant ; it. is this : hi times of great scarcity, 
when God lujs withheld the rains and dews of 
heaven ; when the staft' of bread has been broken ; 
when cleanness of teeth threatens to stalk 
abroad, and famine is upon us, there is no djm- 
ger of the slave suffering for food, or clothing, 
so long as his master has any credit; so long 
as there can be any juovisions secured in any 
way, the slave is sure of a part with his master's 
family. When there is a great depression in 
the market value, when there is a commercial 
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•convulsion, the master does not suspend "opera- 
tions on his farm, turn out his slaves to starve - 
or steal ; but he goes on as usual, and attempts 
to secure, at least, a competence for his family, 
<ihildren and servants. On the other hand, 
when these crashes come in the .commercial 
world — when labor will not pay, Jtue manufac- 
turer stops operations, dismisses liis operatives, 
and they must do the best they can to find food 
and raiment for themselves and families ; they 
have 110 claim on their employer ; he has paid 
them the stipulated price of their labor; they 
m'c/i'ee men, and must take care of themselves. • 
This is the Xorthern side of slavery. 

Slavery may be properly defined to be a ct:r- 
tain relation which labor sustains to capital. 
Wherever there is capital, there will be servi- 
tude. You may call this relation free or slave 
labor — whichever you choose— but it is a mat- 
ter of very small importance in a ^^raettcal view 
whether the service rendered is called voluntary 
or invohmtary. The man who holds the capi- 
tal will be the master, in despite of mere names 
— he is so in reality. The man who labors is 
the servant, or slave, and his labor is not a mere 
matter of choice ; he must either labor, and la- 
bor at the price which the ca,pitalist offers, or 
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he must starve or steal. N"ow, so far as the 
Jxtet is concerned, it is a matter of very small 
importance whether this is called voluntary or 
involuntary. We say that the hired servant's la- 
bor is not voluntary, for he would not thus labor 
if he could help himsein But, the mere fact that 
a man gets eight, ten, or even fitleen dollars per 
month for his labor, and out of this has to clothe 
himself, feed and clothe his family, pay his med- 
ical bill-^that such an one is to be dignified with 
the high-sounding title of a free incui^ when he 
IS completely and to all practical intents and 
purposes at the mercy of a money-holder j if 
this be the boasted liberty of freedoni-shriekers, 
then the free man is only so in name^ while the 
reality is wanting. That hired servants get 
what is just and equal, we do not believe; they 
<lo not get enough to support their families 
^vith the common comforts of life. They may 
•get along by hard saving, close counting — pro- 
vided they and their families enjoy good health, 
and there is no revulsion iii the market; but wo 
'be to these/'/Y<' men, if such unfortunate events 
liappen. If the name were changed, the reality 
would be the same. The difference in the two 
things is this; the slaveholder gives his slave 
his choice either to work, or be punished for his 
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•disobedience; the capitalist gives his serviants 
the choice to work at his prices, or starve^ or 
«teal. This is the thing as it is ; this-is the plain 
reality. The real difference is only in the mode 
of punishment. This is the great, the yast, the 
vaunted and the boasted difference between a 
fi'ee lured servant and a bond-man. 

The master is bound to keep the families of 
servants together until the children become 
gi-own, and not then to part them only through 
unavoidable necessity. The great objection to 
slavery is that it interferes with the conjugal 
and parental relations ; that is, it oflen "separ- 
ates husbands and wiyes, parents and childred. 
We have set aside, by the word of God, the 
objection arising from the separation of husband 
and wife ; we have shown by a reference, to the 
law that the marriage of a slave, or even a tem- 
porary bondman was not treated in the same 
manner as that of a freeman ; that the. Hebrew 
servant could not take with him his family when 
he went out free; that the only condition on 
which he could remain with his wife and children, 
was to become a slave for life to the owner of 
them ; the master's rigJit of property Was not 
annulled by the servant's freedom. We have 
also laid down what we believe to be the Scrip- 
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tural law of equity in Ci^se one of the owners 
wishes to remove to a distd.nt place. In answer- 
ing the objection we showed what is the duty 
•of the master, and hence any further repetition' 
of tins point is unnecessary here. As to the 
■children of the servants, they should not separ- 
ate them from their parents under a certain 
age, say fifteen years old. If the master is com-; 
pelled to part with his servants, the jnother and 
all her children under the age specified, should 
be sold together. Such, too, is to a great extent 
the practice among Christian masters. The 
la\vs of some of the slaveholdiug States recog- 
nize the same general principle. The children 
should be kept hi the family of their master in 
order that they may be cared for, nursed by 
their mothers, and instructed by their masters 
on moral and religious subjects. It certainly is 
the duty of Christian masters to instruct the 
children of their servants in the great principles 
of Christianity, to catechise them as they do 
their own children, to require their presence at 
family devotion, and when they come to years of 
reflection, to leave them to choose for them- 
selves the particular branch of Christ's Church 
in which they may wish to serve their God. 
Such appears to us to be the clear teachings of 
the liible on this point. 
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" Father Abraham" had three hundred and 
eighteen servants, but they were trained or in- 
structed. (Gen. xiv, 14.) We plead his exam- 
ple as a good man who held slaves, to show that 
there is no natural immorality in the relation. 
We must also follow his example, instruct' our 
servant children, set them a good example, exer- 
cise our authority over them in requiring them 
to attend on the religious exercises of our fami- 
lies ; then we can plead with God to bring on u& 
the blessings he has proniised to Abraham and 
his children, " I know him, (Abraham) that he- 
will command his children and his householi> 
after him, and they shall keep the way of the 
Lord, to do justice and judgment, that th& 
Lord may bring upon Abraham that which 
he hath spoken of him.'' (Gen. xviii, lO.} 
This shows clearly that it is the duty o^ the 
master to instruct the servant children, and thus- 
perform to them the duty of a legal father. We 
forbear from making any more comparisons 
between bound and hired servants, because it i& 
said that comparisons are odious, and because 
one evil, if it be an evil, is not justified on the 
ground that another evil of equal magnitude is. 
practiced' by our oppoasnt. We do not then 
attempt to justify slavery, if it were wrong h\ 
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itself, on the ground that hired servants ave in a 
worse condition than slaves. But when we 
have shown that slaveiy is not a sin in itself, 
there can be no harm to let our opponents Icnow 
the grounds on whiieh they stand; to point out 
the evils of the system, and give them a hint that 
they had better pull the beams out of theii* own 
eyes before they go about to pull the motes out of, 
their neighboi's' eyes. " Let him that is without 
sin among you cast the first stone at us." 
Correct the social abuses which are among you, 
then we may be jJrepared to hear from you a 
lecture on our social sin. Until then we say, • 
" Physician, heal thyself." 

It is the duty of the master to protect thfr 
servant from abuse, or ill-treatment, and to have 
justice done them when they are wronged^ 
This is necessary, because, from their very situ- 
ation, many low-principled and mean men love 
to domineer over a servant, when they would 
not have the courage to saiy one word to men 
of their own color or standings There are alsa 
a kind of unprincipled men who would, if they 
dared, abuse a slave merely to gratify their ill- 
will towards his master. Still, slaveholders gen- ■ 
erally would resent an Insult offered to their 
slaves much Sooner, than if offered to them-^ 
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selves, as such conduct indicates a low and little 
principle ; it becomes contemptible in the mind 
of a thiqking man. When slaves are accused 
of any crime, we never yet have seen a master 
refuse to see that they had a fair trial, the bene- 
fit of counsel and all the avail.able testimony. If 
convicted, or proved guilty, a greater penalty 
than the law prescribes cannot be inflicted.. 
This duty arises not only from the fact that the 
slave is the master's property, but because he is 
one of his master's household ; the master is the 
guardian ; to him the slave looks for protectioo 
against injury and injustice, and he never looks 
in vain. If masters err at all on this point, they 
en* in being too merciful. As to masters just 
deliberately tying up their slaves and beating 
them so unmercifully as to cause death, we know 
nothing, not having known a single case of the 
kind in our life, which has been spent in slave- 
holdinar States. We have known a few cases in 
which masters have killed their slaves by strik- 
ing them while under the influence of passion, 
but such cases are rare, and men who are in the 
habit of beating their slaves immercifully, are 
just as much detested at the South as at the 
North. Hence it is the duty of masters to lay 
upon servants no more labor than they can rea- 
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sonably perform, to allow them time to enjoy 
the comforts of life, and to preserve to them 
sacredly the rest of the Sabbath. We fear that 
many mastei's will be condemned by their Mas- 
ter in heaven for robbing him of the Sabbath. It 
is true that as a general rule, slaves are not re- 
quired to labor in the field on the Sabbath day 
for their masters, for the laws of most of the slave- 
holding States prohibit such things under heavy 
penalties. But we refer to a practice which is 
common in some families of making the servants 
do up odd jobs on the Sabbath, to save a day 
to the sinful practice of what is known as " Sun- 
day visiting," and thus the servants employed 
in the domestic arrangements of the family are 
hindered by over-preparations for the entertain- 
ment of company on the Sabbath day. Against 
such practice, whether practiced North or South, 
we here enter our solemn protest. It is not 
only depriving our servants of this rest to which 
God Has given them an express claim in the 
fourth commandment, but is actually a robbery 
of God, taking that which belongs to him, and 
appropriating it to our own use. The Egyp- 
tians niade the children of Israel to serve with 
rigor, and they made their lives bitter with hard 
bondage; they did set over them task masters 
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to afflict them with their burdens, and the chil- 
dren of Israel sighed by reason of the bondage, 
and they cried ; and their cry came up unto 
God, by reason of bondage, and God heard their 
groaning; and God looked upon the children of 
Israel, and God had respect unto them. (Ex. i, 
11, 13 ; ii, 23, 25.) Now while' God has giv.a 
the master the right to his slaves, He requires 
that the master be merciful in tasking them, 
allow them the Sabbath to rest, and worship 
Him. Masters should think on these things, 
for they have a Master in Heaven, who will judge 
every man, master and servant, according to 
his wol'ks, whether he be bond or free. With 
Him the external or outward distinctions of life 
is no recommendation or disadvantage, " If ye 
call on the Father, who without respect of per- 
sons judgeth according to every man's wbrk." 
(1st Peter i, 17; also Ephs. vi, 9.) Fdr the 
author of the Sabbath, and that God has given 
servants this day, see Ex. xx, 8-11, and 9th and 
10th verses particularly. "Six days shalt thou 
labor and do all thy work, but the seventh day 
is the Sabbath of the Lord thy God ; in it thou 
shalt not do any work, thou, nor thy son, nor 
thy daughter, nor thy man servant, nor thy maid 
servant, nor thy cattle, nor thy stranger that is 
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within thy gates." This shows clearly that the 
master has no right to require his servants to do 
anything that is unlawful, or contrary to the 
revealed will of Go*d. We abide by the law of 
our Great Creator. He has said that such things 
as laboring on His day is contrary to His law. 
Let, then, God be obeyed. He has given us six 
days to work, and required us to riest the sev- 
enth. If not on that seventh day of the week, 
one seventh of our time ; never having given men 
tV.e right to work but six days in the week. Mas- 
ters should make reasonable allowances for faiN 
ures on the part of their servants to perform every 
minute thing, as something may and does fre- 
quently happen that it is impossible to fully 
comply with the letter of the commandments of 
their masters. To be too exacting often leads 
to stupid indifference to the master's interest, 
encourages, or produces the habit of deception 
on the part of the servant. A harsh, rash, 
tyrannical, tault-finding master is always a ter- 
ror to Jiis servants, and destroys rather than 
secures the confidence of the servant. Every, 
man knows this to be true who ever had the mau- 
agement, either of children or servants. The 
man who is always scolding and threatening his 
children or servants is not respected' or obeyed 
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cheerfully by either ; but the man who is firm 
and calm, secm-es both confidence and respect? 
and his I'equireraents are cheerfully observed. 
This course invites and secures confidence. 
Hence the Apostle exhorts masters [Ephs. vi, 9,] 
" to forbear threatening, knowing that your 
Master also is in heaven ; neitheris there respeot 
of persons with him." . It is also the duty of the 
master to correct the faults of servants, and 
require obedience to their lawful commands, 
and in case of stubbornness or surliness, to pun- 
ish them.. This should always be sure and cer- 
tain, but always Jitst and merciful. The master 
should never suffer himself to correct or punish 
while under the influence of passion, or hatred. 
When done under the influence of passion it 
partakes more of revenge than punishment or 
correction, and frequently defeats the ends for 
which it Avas inflicted. "A servant," says Solo- 
mon, " will not be corrected by words, for 
though he understand he will not answer." 
[Prov. xxix, 19.] This clearly implies that 
something stronger than words must be used to 
bring the stubborn, and slothful servant to love 
and obey his master. The right to inflict cor- 
poreal punishment for faults is also implied in 
the word, "Command his children and house- 
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hold." Tlie very idea of government implies 
the right to eriforce obedience. The law author- 
ized the magistrate to inflict bodily jjunishment 
■on the criminal, although he were 2k, free man. 
£Deut. XXV, 2, 3.] The parent is -authorizod to 
■correct his child. " The rod and reproof give 
wisdom ; but a son left to himself bringeth his 
mother to shame." [Prov. xxix, 15.] "Correct 
thy son, and he shall give thee rest ; yea, he 
shall give delight unto thy soiil." So neces- 
sary is the use of the rod to the proper 
training of children, that it is said, that " he that 
spareth the rod hateth his son ; but he that 
loveth him chasteneth him betimes." [Prov. 
xiii, 24.] If it is necessary in the family among 
children, it is equally necessary among stubborn 
and sullen servants. Hence saysSolomon again, 
" A whip for the horse, a bridle for the ass, and 
a rod for the fool's back." [Prov. xxvi, 3.] The 
fool, therefore, who will not labor without it, 
give him the rod and make him work. This is 
doing him and the community both good ser- 
vice. It often saves the community from sup- 
porting-, a lazy, idle fellow, aisd protects their 
property from being stolen to supj)ort or uphold 
him in his laziness. 
It is the duty of masters to furnish servants, 
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or slaves, with religious instruction, or the 
preaching of the Gospel on the Sabbath ; correct 
their immoralities, and make a distinction 
between the good and faithful, and the vicious 
and idle. We haye shown that it is the duty of 
the master to instruct them more particularly 
when young, arid then let them select that way 
in which they may choose to worship God, when 
they have come to years of reflection. It will 
not be a difficult, but a pleasant and easy task, 
to show that the Scriptural examples of good 
men teach the same doctrine, and we know from 
the character of the Christian master, that all 
that is necessary for him to comply is to be sat- 
isfied and convinced of his duty. We refer again 
to the example of Abraham. God, in making a 
covenant with him, included not only his chil- 
dren, but his servants. He that was born in his 
house, and he that Avas bought with his money 
was to be circumcised. [Gen. xvii, 9-14.] The 
circumcised servant that was bought with monev 
was admitted to the religious feast of the pass- 
over. [Ex. xii, 44.] God also commended the 
example of Abraham. -'I know Abraham that 
he will command Ms children and household 
after him, and they shall keep the way of the 
Lord." They are under the direction of the 
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master, they form a part of his household, and 
hence the masteriX)ught to care for their spirit- 
ual welfare. If he cannot instruct them, then 
he should employ a competent man to give them 
oral instruction; a man who is competent and 
apt to teach should be employed, as he will be 
better qualified to instruct them. We have 
found by experience that such a man can advance 
them faster in religious knowledge; he can secure 
confidence. A minister who preaches to the 
masters would be a very suitable nerson to 
employ. Let the masters pay him to attend 
expressly to the religidusHnstruction of the , ser- 
vants on the Sabbath day., ^e are opposed to. 
the practice of employing negro preachers, for 
in a general way they are incompetent to teach 
from their limited education. Much, of their 
so called preaching is unintelligible jargon ; it 
neither edifies, nor instructs. That there are 
exceptions to this rule we cheerfully admit ; but 
we sp6akof the general results of such preach- 
ing. Moreover there are always some vicious 
and bad servants who do not go to preaching to 
learn, or to be ipstructed, but for the purpose of 
getting an opportunity to indulge in some vice, 
such as drunkenness, gambling, or some similar 
-evil practice. From this source sometimes difti- 
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culties arise which draw innocent servants into 
a difficulty, and the meetings are broken up by 
a disturbance, and fi-equently masters prevent 
their servants from attending upon such places, 
to keep them out of a difficulty. Still the plan 
of having preaching to them by a white minister 
should not be abandoned. It is clearly the duty 
of the masters to prevent all disorders, keep and 
enforce good order. There are a great many 
white persons who go to church merely to be 
going, and are only prevented from disturbing 
the assembly by the fear of the penalties of civil 
law. Such p6rsops have to be kept in check by 
the proper authorities. So also must the vicious 
and wicked servants; In most of the churches 
in the Southern Staites galleries are provided for 
the accommodation of the servants. If these 
are not foimd in all churches, there are gene- 
rally a few seats set apart in the body of the 
church for the benefit of the. servants. Yet a 
s»rmon intended for educated people is of little 
advantage to our servants. Hence the necessity 
of the master either instructing them liimself, 
or employing a minister of the Gospel io do it 
for Kim, Oral instruction is the best mdde for 
conimunicating religious knowledge to the 
slaves. It is not necessary that they should even 
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read, in order to acquire a correct knowledge 
of the attributes of God, the plan of salvation 
through Christ, and all the practical duties 
required by the New Testament. We have 
shown this to be a rational and feasible plan by 
the example of the Jews, Greeks, and Romans, 
who, as a general thing, could not read, or could 
not have the opportunity of reading the Scrip- 
tures and other books for themselves. And it 
is a fact open and known to -all, that those per- 
sons who are not able to read retain much more 
of a sermon, and keep it longer than those who 
can read. The reason of.this is plain. Such a 
person is dependent for all his information on 
the instruction of others. Hence their attention 
is t^holly fixed on the subject. Neither should 
the master neglect this duty merely because 
som&^ungodly or wicked man is opposed tc it. 
Such a man, if he had his own way would drive 
every minister out of the land, and burn all the 
Biblesvtoo, because they reprove his wicked coh- 
duct. Nor should it be neglected on account 
of the clamor of abolitionists, . for we are not 
responsible to them, or any human power for the 
religious instruction of our slaves, but to God 5 
And if the knowledge of the Gospel— we mean the 
possession of real and genuine piety — does not 
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make better servants of them, if it does not make 
them more faithful, obedient, honest and upright 
then our experience arid observation are all at 
fault. And if the preaching of the pure and 
simple truths of the gospel tend to break down 
the system of domestic slavery, we say, let it go. 
But we have no fears on this point so long as: 
meddlesome men can be prevented from poison- 
ing their minds with their unscriptural, radical 
and devilish doctrines. The communication of 
seriptutal truth never does ^ork mischief. To 
assert that it does is a slander on the Bible. 
But the whole mischief consists in an improper- 
use of the truth. The. mischief is to be found pi' 
the corrupt arid depraved passions of the humani 
heart, its hatred to the truth and its oppositibu' 
to God and His holy law. The human heart is-- 
" deceitful above all things and desperately 
wicked," and it often exemplifies its superlative- 
wickedness in using, or rather abusing the truth 
to accomplish its own selfish and unlawful pur- 
poses. And here we wish to enter oui^ testi- 
mony, viz : That where slaves become/ really 
pious, they are much better in all the relations 
of life ; they are cheerful, contented and happy, 
are closely attached to their masters and to 
their families, and this attachment caai only be- 
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destroyed or broken by death.. To say that a 
slav€)^does not love his master — ^become strongly 
attached to him and his family — is the lowest 
slander. It is to injure or misrepresent the 
slave. It is a violation of the ninth command- 
ment. " Thou shalt not bear false witness 
against thy neighbor." The abolitionists claim 
the slave as his neighbor, yet he slanders him 
when he says the slave does not love his master) 
or is strongly attached to him and his family ; 
and he should remember who has said that " all 
liars shall have their portion in the lake that 
burneth with fire and brimstone, which is the 
second death." Beware, then, lest you incur 
tliis dreadful penalty. 

The preceding things seem to be what is in- 
cluded by the Apostle when he says, (Colos. iy, 
1,) "Masters, give unto your servants that 
which is just and equal ; knowing that ye have 
a Master in heaven." Many CbrisCian denomi- 
nations at the South have missions expressly for 
the benefit of the slaves, which have thus far 
been eminently successful. Our Methodist 
brethren have taken the lead on this point, we 
believe, and Ave bid them God speed in their 
noble work. Let masters support and encour- 
age the Missionary of the Cross, and great good 
will be the result. 
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We now advance to the next division of our 
subject-, viz : > 

2. The Duties of Servants^ or Slaves to their 
Masters— The commandments of God are full 
and explicit on this point. Servants are required 
to obey their masters in all things ; to render 
obedience, not merely while the eye of the mas- 
ter is upon them, but to do so from the fact that 
itis the revealed will of God ; thehighest author- 
ity known to any human being. "Servants, 
obey in all things your masters according to the 
flesh, not with eye-service as raen-pleasers, but 
in singleness of heart, fearing God." (Colos. iii, 
22.) By masters according to the flesh is meant 
' masters in this world— earthly masters — in dis- 
tinction from God, who is the Master of all, both 
servants and masters. [See Job iii, lY*-! 9.] It 
is the duty of the servant to count his master 
worthy of all honor. "Let as many servants as 
are under the yoke count their masters worthy 
of all honor, that the name of God and hi^ doc- 
trine be not blasphemed; and they tha^ have 
believing masters, let them not despise 'them, 
because they are brethren ; but rather do them 
service, because they are faithful and beloved, 
partakers of the benefit." (1st Tim. vi,)l, 2.) 
"Which of you having a servant ploughing^ or 
u 



242 DUTI^ OP MASTERS AND SERVANTS. 

feeding cattle, will say unto him by and by, 
wJben he is come from the field, go and sit down 
. to meat ?'? This would be to reverse the order 
f of things, to change all the relations, and at 
^once put the servant on an equality with his 
master. "Will he not rather say unto him, 
make ready wherewith I may sup, and gird thy- , 
self and serve me, till I have eaten and drunken ; 
and afterwards thou shalt eat and drink. Doth 
he thank that servant because he did the things 
that were commanded him ? I trow not." [Luke 
xvii, "7-9.] He has only done his duty; only 
performed a service which he owes to his master. 
Servants are to do the service of their masters- 
with a cheerful and good will. " With good 
will, doing service as unto the Lord, and not 
unto men." [Ephes. vi, 5-8.] It is the duty of 
servants to try to please their masters ; not to b& 
stubborn, sullen, or talking back, or grumbling 
when told to perform certain things. "Exhort 
servants to be obedient unto their own masters > 
and to please them well in all things, not an- 
swering again." [Titus ii, 9.] They are 
expressly forbidden to steal from their mastersj, 
but on the contrary, fidelity is enjomed on them : 
" not purloinipg but showing all good fidelity • 
that they may adorn the doctrine of God our 
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Savior in all things." This shows plainly that 
the Christian religion was not designed to break 
down the relations of life, or to teach servants 
that they are on an equality with their masters, 
as anti-slavefy men teach ; to show that the gos- 
pel was not designed to teach rebellion, but 
submission and respect for those whom God has 
in his Providence placed over us in the present 
life. The servant, then, who is an eye-servant 
to his earthly master, will be either a hypocrite 
or mere formalist in religion. Those servants 
who profess to be Christians are under higher 
obligations to be more obedient to their mas- 
ters, to set an example before their fellow-ser- 
vants, than the mere servant who makes no 
pretensions to religion at all. This is necessary, 
that men may see- that religion is not a niere 
form, but areality ; that it makes better servants 
as vrell as better masters, and that it increases 
rather than diminishes the obligation to obedi- 
ence. Should his master be a Christian also, 
then on this account he should specially love 
and obey him. The passage we have quoted 
already from. 1st Timothy, vi, 1, 2, proves these 
positions to be in accordance with the teachings 
of thfe Word of God. If the master is liard to 
please, threatens, and even pimishes more than 
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he ought to do, this by no means justifies the 
servant iri any act of disobedience or disrespect 
to his master, but he is to do his best to please 
him, and leave his case in the hands of a just 
and righteous God. This is certainly the doc- 
trine of the New Testament on the point. 
" Servants be subject to your masters with all 
fear, not only to the good and gentle^ but to tJte 
frotcard," or morose ; those who would be angry' 
without cause, and use severity when displeased ; 
" for this is thankworthy, if a man for conscience 
toward God endure grief, suffer wrongfully ; for 
what glory is it, if, when ye be buffetted for 
yonj" faults, ye shall take it patiently ; but if, 
when ye do well, and suffer for it, ye take it 
patiently, this is acceptable with God ; for here- 
unto, were ye called ; because Christ also suffered, 
leaving us an example, that ye should follow^ his 
steps.V It is no praise for a servant te be 
patient when he is punished for his faults. He 
is no more an object of compassion than a child, 
a man, or any other criminal that receives the 
penalty of his offence. The first part of the 
twentieth verse in the above quotation shows 
this clearly, and it recognizes the right of the 
master to correct the faultsor misconduct of the 
servant. [See 1st Peter ii, 10-25.] The slave, 
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then, when he is punished for his faults, is not, 
an object over which we are to shed a gallon or 
two of crocodile tears.. This is false sympathy, 
and if it were carried out, would lead to the ab- 
olition of every kind of bodily punishment, and 
would leave every one without goveniraeut or 
restraint. This may do for a squeamish and 
sickly sentimentality, but is of little value the 
practical government of this wicked and sinful 
world. Theories may be vei*y beautiful in them- 
selves, but be utterly worthless when they are 
to be applied to the actual condition of men and 
things. If there were no sin in this world, no 
bad men, then we . might get along without 
any difficulty, but transgressors must be pun- 
ished, and slaves must be corrected. If . the mas- 
ter is unmerciful,, or inflicts the punishment 
without any just cause, then, under these circum- 
stances, for the slave to take it patiently, 
commends him to God.. [See latter part pf 20tlj 
verse.] And it is only in a case of this kij(id that 
the example of Christ applies. The Apostle 
says of that, he " dicJ no sin, neither was guile 
found in his mouth." " He was an innocent per- 
son." " Who, when he was reviled, reviled not 
again." He did not abuse his persecutors, and 
murderers, and a,ttempt to justify his conduct 
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on the gronnd that they were treating him un- 
. justly. " When he suffered he threatened not ; 
but committed himself to him that judgeth 
righteously." It is only when servants suffer 
wrongfully that they, can plead wita proper ap- 
plication the example of Christ. We commend 
this passage to some of our anti-slavery friends^ 
•at the North, who counsel the servant or slave 
to shoot his master. Servants are not author- 
ized to steal from their masters. See the 
example and punishment of Gehazai, (2d Kings, 
v. 21-27,) for his lying and theft. 

If servants will faithfully do their whole duty 
to, their masters, and truly serve God in . their 
stations as servants, they will be respected, 
loved and protected by their masters and Ijon- 
ored.,of God as well as others'; and they will 
have to account to God for the manner in which 
they serve their masters on earth. "Knowing 
that whatsoever good thing any man doeth, the 
same shall he receive of the Lord, whether he be 
bond or free." ' (Eph. vi : 8.) See also. Gene- 
sis, 24th chapter. • 

We will now state a summary of the duties 
of servants or slaves to their masters, and we 
will give it in the language of Dr. C. C. Jones, 
to whose excellent "Catechism of Scripture 
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Doctrine and Practice for the Oral lustrnction 
of Cploi-ed Persons," we liave been largely in- 
debte^cl for many important things in this chap- 
ter. [See pages 127-151.] 

1. " Servants are to count their masters ' icor- 
thy of all hono}\^ as those whom God has placed 
overthera; ''with <dl fear'' t\\ey ax&Xo be sub- 
ject to them^ and to obey them bi aU thinffs 
possible and lawful, with good wiU and tcith eH' 
deavor to please them tcell, so that there may be 
no occasion for fault-finding or correction, and 
let servants serve their masters as faithfully be- 
hind their backs as before their faces. God is 
present to see, if their masters are not. They 
must not be eye servants and men-pleasers, brtt 
seek in all things they do to please God, their 
Master in HeaveUi" 

2. "Should they fall into the hands of hard 
and unjust and unequal masters, and suffer 
icronfffiiUyy their course, according to divine 
command, is to take it patiently; referring their 
case to God ; looking to Him for supi)ort in 
their trials, and for rewards.for their patience ; 
and tiie Lord will surety remember therii." 

3. "Servants may sometimes suppose that 
they may, Avithout the displeasure of God, lie to 
<md (leceii'ej and steal from their masters. But 
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it is not so. With such God is not pleased ; He 
requires truth ami honesty in all persons, un- 
-(ler all circicmstances." 

, 4. " (Christian sei'vants should be examples 
■to all others of honesty and obedience, otherwise 
they will bring a reproach upon religion and 
brand themselves in the eyes of all as hypo- 
•crities. More is expected of them than of those 
who make no profession.'' 

5: "Arc you a servant ? Care not for it. If 
■you are a Christian you are the Lord's freeman ; 
-and if yon are- unfaithful in your station, you 
•:shall, as well as the men higher and greater than 
yourself, obtain the crown of life. . God places 
some men in one station and some in another, ac- 
cording to His will. What he requires is, that 
every man in his particular station serve Him, 
:and all will be well for time and eternity." 



THE FUGITIVE SLAVE LAW. 



249 



CHAPTER IX. 

TJIE FUGITIVE SLAVE tAW— THE DITTV OP CITIZENS IX 
RELATION TO IT— IS IT UNSCKIi'TCRAL? , 

It would seem lo the man who recognized 
the Bible as the rule by which all moral actions 
are to be judged, that nothing more would be 
necjBSsary to secure obedience to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States, (which declares [Art. 
iv. Sec, 2,] that " No person held to service or 
labor in one State, under the ^s thereof, es- 
caping into another, shall, in consequence of iany 
law, or regulation therein, be discharged from 
such service or labor, but shall be delivered up 
on claim of the party to whom such service or 
labor may be due,") than the mere statei^ent of 
the requirement of that instrument, andjia brief 
proof that this clause of our country's Consti- 
tution is in accordance with the teachings and 
spirit of the Scriptures. ' 

The Fugitive Slave Law is based on the above 
chLVLSQ of the Constitution of the United States ;. 
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and, if there were no formal law on the subject, 
"this clause is so clear that its meaning cannot be 
mistaken by any honest citizen who wishes to 
understand and not pervert the meaning of our 
national compact. There is another point that 
is exceedingly clear in this case ; arid that is, 
that alliaws made by anti-slavery State Legis- 
latures to prevent the master from recovering 
bis property, are contrary to the Coustitution of 
the United States. This is hot our individual 
<)pinion,for the highest judicial authority known 
or recognized by the Constitution, has declared 
the Fugitive Slave Law to be constitutional; 
and, of course, all laws of the individual States 
are, by necessity and natural construction, un- 
constitutional. The decision of the Supreme 
Court of the United States has settled the con- 
rstitutionality of the Fugitive Slave Law, which 
is based on the section we have already quoted 
from the Constitution. To prevent the execu- 
tion of this law constitutes rebellion against the 
civil authorities of the country ; and this rebel- 
lion is attempted to be sustained as justifiable 
on the ground that the law itself and the clause 
of the Constitution on which it is based, are 
contrary to all divine laws, and to resist is a 
"duty all citizens owe to their God. This is the 
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objection to the law, if we can clearly under- 
stand the expressed opinions of the opponents 
•of the law. The supreme judicial tribunal of 
the nation is openly denounced, and even the 
professed ministers of the peaceful Redeemer 
have counselled opposition and rebellion against 
'the supreme authority of the land. ' 

The only question, then, that properly c6mes- 
before us is, Does this Fugitive Slave Law, or 
this clause of our country's Constitution, con- 
travene the law of God? A satisfactory an- 
swer to this question, it seems to us, should be 
a iinal stttlement of the matter in the mind or 
every conscientious citizen who wishes to. know 
the truth; and, knowing the teachings of the 
Bible, is willing to conform his opinions and. 
conduct to the law of God. There are cerlaini 
things, which, if the laws of the land should 
require of us, we would be under obligation to 
disobey. When the civil laws come in direct 
conflict with the laws of God^ then we should 
" obey God rather than man." But, in order 
to justify our disobedience to " the powers that 
be," the matter must be clearly a violation of 
the revealed will of God, and not a mere matter 
or point of " doubtful disputation." It should 
require us to commit murder, worship idols, tell 
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lies, sa;' that which is not the will of God is His 
will, or prohibit ministers from preaching some 

. cardinal doctrine of the Bible, such as the resur- 
rection of Christ, or something equally plain. 
Many of those who advocate rebellion against 
the Fugitive Slave Law and the Constitution of 

- the nation, suppose that it is just as clear from 
the Bible that slavery is a sin in itself— if not 
a prohibited evil — as that murder, idolatry, or 
swearing falsely, are sins in themselves. But 
men's opinions are not the rule by which others 
are to be controlled in matters pertaining to 
the conscience. In matters of mere business — 
as to the best way a thing may be done — as to 
speculations in science, or similar things — we 
ma^ follow human authority. But, when, men 
begin to add their mere opinions to the Bible, 
and wish others to be governed by them as of 
equai^ if not of higher authority than the 
Scriptjures, we have no more respect for their 
opinions than we have for any other niere hu- 
man authority. 

The Bible teaches one thing clearly ; and that 
is, no inspired writer of it ever did encourage 
a servant or slave to run away from his master. 
We have incidentally alluded to this matter. 
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The matter, now, <Somes fairly before iis.- 
What, then, are the teachings of the Scriptures- 
in relation to fugitives from labor, or the service- 
of those to whom such labor or service is due? 

Slavery commenced soon after the flood ; . 
Abraham had over three hundred. Slaves 
have a corrupt or sinful nature, as well as othier- 
human beings. They soon commenced e.Yhibit- 
ing their opposition to the control of their 
masters; hence, the experiment of running.- 
away from them was adopted as the easiest and* 
most expeditious plan of getting rid of the con- 
trol of the master. The first runaway of whoidi 
we have any authoritative account in the Bible 
was a female, or bond ssrvant. (Gen. xvi, 1-9.) 
" When her mistress dealt hardly with her, s^e 
fled from her face." While she escaped from 
the face of her mistress, she could not, however, 
get into a place where she was hid from the all- 
seeing eye of God, for " the angel of the Lord 
found her by a fountain of water in the wHdet- 
ness — ^by the fountain in the way to Shur—and 
he said, " Hagar, Sarai's -maid, whence comest 
thou, and whither wilt thou go ? " Such were 
the questions addressed by the angel t6 this 
fugitive. She was, no doubt, astonished at this 
stranger thus addressing her by name j and, as 
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Savdi's maid, how did he know her name, and 
how did he know that she was the property of 
Sarai? These things at once brought forcibly 
to her mind that she was still in the presence of 
one who knew her, and, hence, she replies, " I 
flee from the face of my misti'ess, Sarai." Now, 
Keve we have a runaway found by aii angel. 
Let iis see how the angel managed the case. 
We can easily imagine how many of the anti- 
slavery men at the North would have talked to 
this fugitive. They would have told Hagar 
that her mistress was a brute; that she was 
" violating the law of nature" in holding her in 
subjection; that she was a " woman-stealer," a 
V robber," and a " murderer ; " and would have 
tc^d her that her mistress had no claim to her 
sei'vice ; that any law that would require her to 
return to her mistress — to live under her tyran- 
nicail 8wa)' — was an outrage on the laws of 
humftnlty, and expressly contrary to the law of 
God-7-for they have, by the acts of their church 
courts, excluded all slaveholders from their 
communion, and classed them with robbers, 
murderers and men-stealers. After this long 
speech, they would conclude by squeezing out 
a little money and starting her off to some 
other nation. But, did the angel of the Lord 
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give Hagai- such instructions ? Let him speak 
for himself: "And the angel of the Lord said 
unto her, Return to thy mistress and submit 
thyself under her hands." 

We have drawn this contrast to show the 
man of plain, common sense, that th^ conduct 
of those who counsel disobedience to the civil 
authorities, when an attempt is made to exe- 
cute the fugitive slave law, and instruct the run- 
away slave to shoot his master, is directly in the 
face, not only of the constitution of their coun- 
try, but in opposition to the teachings of the 
Bible. They plead the authority of the '* higher 
law," and that is equally against them with the 
civil laws of the nation. It will be said that 
this occurred in the early ages of the world, 
when men were ignorant and their information 
was very limited. We live in the middle of 
the nineteenth century, when men have become 
so smart that they must make the Bible teach 
their view of the matter or they will throw it 
away and blaspheme the author of it as unwor- 
thy of their confidence or respect. 

The New Testament, we are told, is against 
the law. How or where, we have never yet 
been able to find the chapter or verse. Doctor 
Wayland says, " the New Testament neither 
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commands masters to manumit tlieir slaves nor 
authorizes slaves to free themselves from their 
masters." And a greater than Dr. Wayland or 
any niere theorist, has by his conduct shown 
that the fugitive slave law is not contrary to the 
spirit of the Gospel. The inspired Apostle, 
Paul, thought that it was his duty to send back 
Onesimus to his master, Philemon. We are 
aware that it has been denied by abolitionists 
that Onesimus was a slave or the property of 
Philemon, but a denial is not a proof the 
fact. We do not intend to go into a controver- 
sy with the anti-slavery construction of Paul's 
epistle to Philemon on the subject, but content 
ourselves by simply quoting two or three wri- 
ters who have been considered standards in the 
interpretation of the scriptures, and who are 
known to be, if not openly, yet in sentiment, 
opposed to the system of slavery £i8 it exists in 
this country. 

Rev. Wm. Jay (Works, vol. 2, page 12 <) ima- 
gines^and puts down the following dialogue as 
having occurred between Paul and Onesimus: 

Onesimus waits on Paul and says:— "Sir, I 
lately heard you preach, and I am one of the 
charaiDters you described and condemned." 
What is your name ? '' 
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" Onesimus." 
What are you ? " 

" I was a slave." 
. "And Avho was your master ■ 

" Philemon, of Colosse." ^ 

^'Him lknow. But what, Onesunus, brought 
you here?" 

" Onesimus . weeps. Paul, being at length 
*. persuaded of his sincerity, would have taken 
Onesimus into his service, had it not looked like 
detaining what is deemed another mail's pro- 
perty. He therefore conscientiously resolves to 
send hini back to Philemon.' ". 

The emphasis in the foregoing is our own. 

Dr. Scott, wbose opinions we have shown to 
be anything than favorable to. slavery, uses the 
following language about this matter in his pre- 
face to the Epistle to Philemon : / 

" When the apostle was imprisoned at Rome, 
Onesimus, a slave of Philemon, having, a^j it is 
generally thought, been guilty of some dishon- 
esty, left his mnster and fled to that city, tbough 
at the distance of several hundred miles. ,'IWhen 
he canie thither, curiosity, or some similar mo- 
tive, induced him to attend on St. :Paul's min- 
istry, which it pleased God to bless for his con- 
verson. After he had given very satisfactory 
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:^V*oof of a real change, and mahifestGd an ex- 
•KJellent disposition by suitable behavior, which 
liad , greatly endeared him to the apostle, he 
judged it proper to send him back to his mas- 
ter, by ?whom he wrote this epistle, in order 
to prpcurePnesiraus a more favorable reception 
than^ho bpuld otherwise have expected." 
' Again, in his note on verses 12th-10th, the 
^aihe author remarks : " Onesimus was Pliile- 
mon's legal property, and St. Paul had required 
iind prevailed with Onesimus to return to him, 
Slaving made sufficient proof of his sincerity; 
and requested Philemon to receive hirii with the 
same kindness as he would his (the apostle's) 
own son according to the flesh— equally dear 
to him as his spiritual child. He would gladly 
hav§ kept him at Rome, to minister to him in 
his -^outinenient, which Onesimus would wil- 
lingly have dpne, being, in the bonds of the 
GospftI, attached to him from Christian love 
and ^fatitude, and .as Iiq knew that Philemon 
would! joyfully have done him Sny service in 
personHf he had been at Rome ; so he would 
have considered Onesimus as ministering to him 
in his> raaster*s stead. But, he would not do 
anything without his mastex-'S; consent, lest he 
should seem to extort the benefit, and Philemon 
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should appear to act from "necessity" rather 
than " from a willing mind." He had, indeed, 
hopes of deriving benefit from Onesiraus' faith- 
ful service at some future period, by Philemon's 
free consent : yet he was not sure this was the 
Loi'd's purpose respecting him, for perhaps He 
permitted him to leave his master for a season 
in so improper a , manner, in order that, being 
converted, he might be received on his return 
with such aftectioQ, and might abide with Phil- 
emon with such faithfulness and diligence, that 
they should live together the rest of their lives, 
as fellow heirs of eternal felicjty. In this case 
he knew that Philemon Avould no longer con- 
sider Onesimiis merely as a slave, but view him 
as above a slave — even as a bi'other beloved." 

We have quoted this long, note bccausfe it 
gives the main points contained in the Epistle, 
viz: that Onesimus was a runaway slave*-- the 
legal property of Philemon ; that the Apostle 
did not encourage him to abuse and resist his 
master, but t% return to Jiim with a le^r de- 
siring for him a more favorable reception on 
account of the foct. that the runaway %Q.d be- 
come a Christian; that although a tJhHstian, 
that did not free him from the lawful aiAhority 
of his master; he was still Philemon's slave, al- 
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though he had become "the Lord's freeman." 

"The Apostle wodld do nothing without the con- 
sent of the slave's master. (See verses 13, 14.) 

" Onesimus was Philemon's S2nritual brotheVy 
though in a e/t'?7 sen^e he Avas his slave; "in 

'Christ Jesus tliere is neither Jew nor Greek, 
there is neither bond nor free, there is neither 
male nor female— for ye are all one in Christ 

.Jesus." (Gal. iii, 28.) 

Paul sent the runaway back to his master 
with a letter to secure him a favorable reception. 
The abolitionist gives the fugitive some money 

; and a horse to carry him, and starts him off to 

•Canada or some other place, by the " Under- 
ground Railroad." Where, then,' is the Chris- 
tian conduct of the abolitionists Y If Paul was 
right, they are wrong. If they are right, then 
Paul was wrong. There is no similarity in their 
course and conduct. Onesinius, when he rah 

: away from his master and yent to Rome, heard 
the Gi^spel preached. It would be a matter of 
very great uncertainty whether- the fugitive 

• .slave, if he were to go into many churches north 

• of Mason and Di.von's Line, would hear anything 
but a tirade of abuse against slaveholders ; and 
it is very certain that, instead . of being made 

'better and more useful to his master, his mind 
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would be filled with all kinds of wild notions 
about equality^ tyranny, robbery and murder; 
and instead of bringing a letter of recommend- 
ation from some good Chi istian minister of the 
North, he would have Sharp's rifles in abun- 
dance and Colt's revolvers without number. 

The case of Onesimus is only another exem- 
plification of the fact that the religion of the New 
Testament, instead of making men rebellious^ 
makes them useful or profitable, where they had 
been before unprofitable. " I beseech thee for 
my son Oresimus, whom I have begotten in my 
bonds ; which in time past was to thee unprofit- 
able, but now profitable to thee and to me." 
(Verses 10, 11.) 

When the fugitive slave law was first enacted 
by the Congress of the United States, nearly 
every religious body in the North, at their next 
meetings afterward, denounced the law as un- 
scriptural, and warned their members against 
having anything to do with its execution under 
penalty of suspension or excommunication fi-oni 
the fellowship of the church. Some of these 
ecclesiastical courts merely asserted that the 
law was unrighteous and unscriptural, Avhile 
some few tried to 2yi'0ve the position which they 
had taken on the subject was in accordance with 
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the teachings of the Bible: "Thou shalt not 
•deliver unto his mastei* the servant which is 
escaped unto thee from his master; he shall 
•dwell with thee ; even among you in that place 
which he shall choose in one of thy gates, where 
it liketh him best ; thou shalt not oppress him." 
(Deut. xxiii. 15-16.) This is the proof given by 
one ecclesiastical cDurt against the unscriptural 
character of the fugitive slave law. We know 
this, though we cannot now lay our hands on 
the document itself. Dr. Wayland is of the 
same opinion. "This precept, I think," says 
he, (Letters on Slavery, pp. 50, 60) " clearly 
shows that Moses intended to abolish slavery. 
How could slavery long continue in a country 
where every one is forbidden to deliver up the 
fugitive slave? How different would be the 
■condition of slaves, and how soon would slavery 
itself cease, were this the law of compulsory 
bondage among us." 

This, to our stupid comprehension, seems to 
be a flat contradiction of the very paragraph 
before the one we have quoted. We cannot 
see what the Doctor meant. He says : " Every 
-one must, I think, perceive the unreasonableness 
of ple?iding the Jewish laws as authority for an 
-institution so entirely dissimilar, and so forget- 
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fill of th6 limitations by which that practice was- 
orlginally guarded. If it be said that the Jew- 
ish commonwealth was so peculiar it is impos- 
sible to conform ourselves to its laws ih this 
respect, this, I think, establishes the very point 
in dispute, namely: that the Jewish law was 
made exclusively for that people, and can be 
pleaded in justification by no other people what- 
ever." Still, all of Dr. Wayland's abolition 
friends at the North plead this very passage as- 
proof divine against the fugitive slave law. He 
thinks that everj'^ one must see the unreason- 
ableness of pleading the Jewish laws as authority 
for an institution so entirely dissimilar." And. 
we equally wonder that he does not enlighteit 
his Northern abolition friends on the unreason- 
ableness of quoting this Jewish law as authority 
against our fugitive slave law, against the con- 
duct of the Angel of the Lord, in sending back 
Hagar to her mistress Sarah, and Paul, in send- 
ing Onesimus back to Philemon. The doctrine 
of the " higer law," as it is called, is foundedi 
on this passage in Deuteronomy, xxiii, 15, 16. 
We know that Dr. Wayland thinks that Moses 
ilitended to abolish 'slavery by the enactment of 
this law. Yet that same law-giver taught the 
Jews in the 25th chapter and 46th verse of 
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Leviticus, that they might buy bond-men and- 
bond-maids of the heathen, and of the strangers 
that did sojourn among them; that they might 
hfive them for a possession ; that they should be 
their bond-men forever ; and uhat they should 
scive them as an inheritance to their children 
after them. This looked very much like Moses 
intended to abolish slavery!! If he did, he 
pursued just about as strange a course about the 
matter as Dr. Wayland has taught us that 
Christ Jind his apostles took to teach that slavery 
is wrong under the New T'istament dispensa- 
tion. The truth of the matter is, the law in 
question referred to foreign slaves, to those who 
ran away from heathen masters. The case of 
the Egyptian slave found by David's men^ which 
we have noticed in its proper place, shows the 
^scriptural meaning of the passage in Deuteron- 
omy. The text itself, when rightly understood, 
or explained by the true meaning of its own 
words conveys theidea which we have advanced. 
The expression : The servant which is escaped 
from his master unto thee, contains the key to 
the whole law. Who is meant by " thee," in 
this text? It certainly, in th<? general language 
of the law, means the Israelites or Hebre.ws. 
This is plainly its meaning from the 14th verse, 
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and several verses in tlie same chaptei-. Let us 
substitute the abolition construction of the pas- 
sage and see how the law will read. " Thou, a 
Hebrew, shalt not deliver unto his master another 
Hebrew, the servant which is escaped from his- 
master, a Hebrew, unto thee ; he shall dwell with' 
thee, a Hebrew, even among you, Hebrews.'* 
This construction of the law is too absurd to be 
pursued further. We have shown that Dr. A. 
Clarke gives the same construction that we do. 
Lest the reader has forgotten the note, we here 
re-prod ace it, verse I5th: Thou shalt not 
deliver the servant which is escaped tmto thee;^^ 
that is, a servant who left an idolatrous master, 
that he might join himself to God and to his 
people. In any other case, it would have been 
injustice to have harbored the runaway." We 
will quote another author who was no mean 
scholar, and who was by no means a friend of 
the institution of slavery. [See Liberty iand 
Slavery, pp. 155, 156.] The first inquiry of 
course is, says Moses Stewart, Associate Profes- 
sor of /Sacred Literature in the Theological 
Institution of Andover, in regard to these very 
words, " Where does his master live ? Among 
the Hebrews, or among foreigners? The lan- 
guage fully develops this, and ahswers"^ the 
w 
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question, ' He has escaped from his master unto 
the Hebrews ; (the text says tliee^ that is Israel ;) 
he shall dioeU withthee, even among you, in one 
of thy gates.'' Of course, then, he is an immi- 
grant, and did not dwell among them before his 
flight. If he had been a Hebrew servant belong- 
ing to a Hebrew, the whole face of the thing 
would be changed. Restoration or restitution, 
if we may judge by the tenor of the property 
laws among the Hebrews, would have surely 
been enjoined. But, be that as it may, the lan- 
guage of the text puts it beyond a doubt that 
the servant is a foreigner, and has fled from a 
Iieathen master. This entirely changes the 
complexion of the case. The Hebrews were 
God's chosen people, and were the only nation 
on earth which worshipped the only living and 
true God. In case a slave escaped from them, 
(the heathen,) and came to the Hebrews, two 
things were to be taken into consideration, 
according to the views of the Jewish legislator. 
The first was, that the treatment of slaves 
among the heathen was far more severe and 
rigorous than it could lawfully be under the Mo- 
saic law. The heathen master possessed the 
power of life and death, of scourging or im- 
piisoning, or putting to excessive toil, even to 



THE FUGITIVE SLAVE LAW. 



267 



any extent that he pleased. Not so among the 
Hebrews. Humanity pleaded there for the 
protection of the fugitive. The second and most 
important consideration was, that only among 
thd Hebrews could the fugitive slave come to a 
knowledge and worship of the only living and 
true God." The authorities, both human and 
divine, are against the abolition interpretation ; 
their own witnesses testify against them. They 
must prove that Southern slaveholders are 
Jieathen, We suppose that with them this 
would be a very easy task. The law has no ap 
plication unless we were two instead of one 
nation. And lastly, they must show that the 
slaves of the Southern States have no means, no 
oral instructions, or any other way in which 
they can acquire a knowledge of tho worship 
and nature of the only living and true God. 
Until these things are done fairly, we hold that 
passage proves nothing for abolition church 
courts, which pass resolutions against the laws 
of the land, instruct their members to disobey 
the civil authorities, and teach rebellion against 
the government and laws of the land. They 
hurl their anathemas against the National Legis- 
lature for passing laws for the purpose of carry, 
ing out the provisions of the Federal Cojnpact, 
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to protect the property of its citizens ; declare 
that slaveholders are murderers, robbers, and 
men-stealers. They declare in solemn conclave 
that " Slavcholding, that is, the holding of unot- 
fending human beingsin in voluntary bondage and 
considering and treating them as property, and 
subject to be bought and sold, is a violation of 
the law of God, and contrary both to the letter 
and spirit of Christianity." [Basis of Union 
between the Associjte Reformed and Associafe 
Churches, Art. xiv, of Slavcholding.] 

While they thus declare with great clearness, 
Avhat they consider sin in this, they forget that 
they are teaching rebellion against the laws of 
the land, and violating openly, and in their col- 
lective capacity, the plain law of the Bible : " Let 
every soul be subject unto the higher powers ; 
for there is no power but of God ; the powers 
that be are ordained of God." [Rom. xiii, 1 .] 
See also verse 2d. " Whosoever, thf^refore, re- 
sisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of 
God ; and they that resist shall receive to them- 
selves damnation, for rulers are not a terror to 
good works, but to evil." We ask them with 
all due respect, " By what authority do ye these 
things? And who gave you this authority?" 
The m^re declaration of an assembly of fallible 
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men, especially when under a mistaken notion 
that God has authorized them to make and pro- 
mulgate laws for his church, is worth no more 
than the mere opinion of any other erring man. 
The article on slaveholding, which we have 
quoted, is of no more binding force on the con- 
science than the Decrees of the Council of 
Trent, on the subject of purgatory. The ground 
on which they rest is precisely the same ; 
neither being sustained by the teachings of the 
Scriptures, but both resting on perversions of 
the Bible. The powers of no church court are 
legislative ; that is, no church court has the 
power to make new laws to sustain a false posi- 
tion. The power of church courts is simply 
Judicial and executive ; that is, the church has 
the right to expound and enforce the law of 
God on those over whom her jurisdiction ex- 
tends. But still, in all matters the principle is 
recognized that all such expositions are liable to 
be discussed by the individual members of that 
church, whether these expositions are believed 
to be a perversion of the Bible, or rest merely 
on human authoritv. 

This position is clear from the acknowledged 
principle, called the " right of private judg- 
ment." Popery is abused and discarded by 
w* 
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- Protestants on the gronnd that it requires men 
to surrender their judgment to tlie Pope and 
priesthood. But, on what liigher ground do 
all the testimonies, the terms of communion and 
the anathemas of abolition church courts rest ? 
They are nothing more nor less than an attempt 
to dictate to Southern Christians ; and did not 
these things rest on very slender ground, there 
would be less noise and more ijeace among 
brethren. It is a sound principle — open to be 
confirnied by the observation and experience of 
every intelligent man — that Just in proportion 
as (I imifter is dearly revealed in the J}ible,Just 
in the same proportion is there less dispute about 
it; and, on the contrary, Just in proportion as 
Ihe assumed position is not supported by the 
Bible, pst in the same degree do men become 
fannfjcal and unreasonable in its sujyport. 
This illustrates the position of the abolition 
wing of the church at the North on the subject 
of slavery. The Bible clearly condemns idola- 
try, profanity, Sabbath-breaking, murder, adul- 
tery, lying, theft, drunkenness, fornication, 
pride, lust and similar sins, and there is no dis- 
p»ite about these things ; on the contrary, 
neither Christ nor his inspired, apostles have 
condemned nor excluded the slaveholder from 
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the pale of the church on eavtli, nor from the 
kingdom of glory in Heaven. But, abolition 
•church courts have gotten the idea into their 
'heads that they (that is, Christ and his apostles) 
should have done both : but, as long as these 
inspired teachers and writers have not done so, 
they will finish their work for them, and exclude 
:all slaveholders from his church on earth, and 
thus virtually declare by their actions — if they 
deny it by words — that they have the right to 
open and shut the kingdom of Heaven against 
•whom they may not fancy are up to their 
•standard of purity. From all such mere human 
decrees we beg most respectfully to differ. 
" Who art thou, that judgest another man's 
•servant ; to his own master he shall stand or 
fall."- "Therefore, thou art inexcusable, O 
«ian, whosoever thou art that judgest ; for, 
wherein thou judgest another, thou condemuest 
thyself; for thou, that judgest, doestthe same 
things." (Rom. ii, 1) 

It would seem that when Christ and his apos. 
ties have not condemned the slaveholder, aboli- 
tion cliurch courts should hold their peace, lest 
they should be found adding to the Word of 
Ood, and expose themselves to Rife anathemas 
of Him who is able to destroy both soul 



272 



THE FUGITIVE SLAVE LAW. 



and body, and who hath said, "If any man 
:shall add unto these thmgs, God shall add unto 
him the plagues that are written in this book." 
(Rev. xxii, 18.) "Let him that standeth take 
heed lest he fall." "We thus speak because we 
think that many Northern men have forgotten 
that they are men, and would assume the pre- 
rogatives of God. Neither do we say these 
things in bitterness, but in sorrow, We con- 
■<5eive it to be our duty to " cry aloud and spare 
not ; to lift up our voice like a trumpet ; to 
show " the professed people of God their trans- 
.gressions, and those that would be holier than 
-we their sins. 

When Christ was on earth the tax-collector 
asked Peter if his Master paid tribute. " He 
•saith, yes." And, although Christ showed that 
He was justly entitled to exemption in paying 
the tribute, yet He commanded Peter to go to 
the sea, cast in his hook, and in the mouth of 
••the first fish that came up he would find a piece 
•of money which he should take and pay for 
;them both, '" lest He should oftend them " — 
llest He should appear to be a contrary citizen, 
:a teacher of rebellion against the civil authority 
•of the land. We commend His example to the 
attention of abolition church courts at the 
North. 
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We now ret'^rn to an examination of the 
ajiti-alaveiy interpretation of Deut. xxiii, 15. 
This passage is held to be of universal moral 
obligation. If this be the true view of the pas- 
sage, then the 46t]i verse of the 25th chapter 
of Leviticus is also in full force, and authorizes 
the slaveholder, or tlie man who may choose to 
hold slaves, to buy them of the heathen tribes 
of Africa. The laws are in the same code, 
given by the same authority, and there is noth- 
ing to hinder the general application of the one 
more than the other. Where is the consistency 
of holding that Dent, xxiii, 15, is of universal 
moral obligation, and rejecting Leviticus xxv, 
45, as local and temporary ? When it suits the 
purpose of the anti-slavery advocate, he holds 
that the law of Moses is of universal moral obli- 
gation ; but, when it is against him, and favors 
the idea that the Jews were authorized to buy 
slaves — to hold them as property — to entail 
them as an inheritance on their children— then 
this is all local and temporary. Consistency, 
thou art a jewel! The truth is, both of the 
laws belong exclusively to the Hebrew nation. 
The one showing that they were foi'bidden to 
deliver the fugitive who had left a heathen 
master, as we have shown. The other show-s 
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that slavery was authorized under the law of 
God given by Moses; that it was not then xjon- 
sidered a sin in itselt^ and was only an exempli- 
fication of the truth of the Judicial sentence 
-God had passed upon Ham and his posterity 
before that economy came into existence, and 
completely overthrows the absurd and silly no- 
tion that slavery is a sin always and every- 
where. The law of Levit. xxv, 46, shows that 
it was not a sin to buy and to hold as property 
bond-men and bond-maids, and to transmit 
them as an inheritance to children. The slave- 
holder does not claim this as the passage which 
^authorizes him to hold slaves. He claims the 
right to hold slaves from the fact that God, by 
a judicial sentence, subjected the descendants of 
Ham to those of Shem and Japheth ; that the 
Jewish economy, or law of God given by Moses, 
recognized this sentence as right, and the New 
Testament has not repealed or reversed it. 

Thie conduct of the angel of the Lord in order- 
ing Hagar to return and submit herself under 
the hand of her mistress, is opposed to the 
-abolii;|on construction of Ex. xxv, 15; and the 
example of the apostle Paul shows that it is the 
duty of Christians, and especially the duty of 
Ohristian ministers, to respect^ the legal rights 



THE FDQITIVE SLAVE LAW. 



275- 



of the slaveholder — to return the runnway to- 
his lawful owner, instead of encouraging him 
to shoot his master — furnishing him with deadly^ 
weapons, instead of a friendly letter of recom- 
mendation to the favorable regard of his mas- 
ter; to do this last, instead of encouraging^ 
and aiding the fugitive to escape to Canada 
amid the rigors of a climate that he is utterly 
disqualified by his Creator to withstand. There 
is very little love shown to the poor negro by 
sending him into a frozen region against which- 
he is unfitted to stand. The hot regions of the 
South is his native hoi 3; and when he i& 
removed from it, he pines away— withers and 
dies prematurely like the tender orange of his- 
own native clime. It is a mistaken policy — it is 
inhumanity instead of philanthropy — thus to 
treat the poor, friendless, simple stranger. 

The Fugitive Slave Law, then, is certainly,, 
according to the teachings of the Scriptures, 
not immoral, or wicked. The "higher law" 
confirms instead of destroys its provisions. It 
is the duty of all good citizens to respect its 
provisions'; to see to it that they throty no- 
unnecessary obstructions in the way M\. the 
authorized officers in executing it, but to uphold 
and srist^iin them in the discharge of their duty.. 
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To act Otherwise, is to rebel against the civil 
authority of the land ; to abuse the officers, i& 
" to speak evil of the rulers of thy people," to 
incur the disapprobation of the Creator, to pour 
contempt upon his word, and condemn the con- 
duct of his angel and his inspired apostles. 

To refuse to obey the laws of the land requir- 
ing the rendition of the fugitive from labor to 
his master, is not only contrary to the example 
of an inspired apostle, but is worse than heath- 
enish. This, to many, may seem a strange, or 
even rash, assertion. Let us see, then, if there 
is anything in the Bible to sustain our position. 

There was a place called Gath ; it was a city 
of the Philistines, and the capital of that nation. 
Achish, the son of Moachah, was the king at 
the period to which we refer. The Philistines 
were heathens ; that is, they knew little, if any- 
thing, about the nature and worship of the true 
God. They were idolaters, for they worshipped 
Dagon. Achish, king of Gath, lived about the 
same time with Solomon, king of Israel. Now 
there was a very bad and troublesome man in 
Israel, by the name of Sbimei. He was so 
wickwi that he cursed David, the king, one day. 
He threw stones and earth in contempt at 
David. David, for certain reasons, did not pun- 
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iskliim, but he charged Solomon to jjunish liiiu 
for his misconduct. Solomon, accordinglyc. 
called Shimei, and told him to build him a 
house in Jerusalem, and not to leave the city on 
pain of death. This he agreed to do. But he 
somehow was the owner of some slaves, and- 
two of them took it into their heads to run = 
away from their master, Shimei, and go to" 
Achish, king of^Gath. "And they told 
mei, saying. Behold, thy servants be in Gath ; 
and Shimei arose, and saddled his ass, and went 
to Gath — to Achish — to seek his servants. And 
Shimei went and brought his servants from 
Gath." (1st Ivings ii, 36-40.) Now, this 
heathen king did iiot refuse to give up to Shimei 
liis servants; there was no mob — no oppositioji; 
but the servants were surrendered without a 
word. Could not many of the professing Chris- 
tians learn a useful lesson from the conduct of 
this heathen king and his subjects? We have 
made out the proof— judge ye what I say. 

There is one more point to which we wish 
to' call the attention of those who are engaged 
in the low business of running slaves off to 
Canada. Tlie Bible, recognizes the rijjfffc of 
property in slaves. . The law of God, given by 
Moses, expressly says that the servant is the 

X 
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master's "money." Panl, in his epistles, recog- 
nizes the same thing. " Art thou called, being 
a servant, care not for it ; for he, that is called 
in the Lord, being a servant, is the Lord's free 
man." Here the contrast is between civil bond- 
age and religious freedom, and nothing is said 
against the master of the servant. But Paul 
recognized Philemon's right of property in 
Onesimus. The laws of the land recognize the 
same principle. Now, theft consists in taking a 
man's property without his knowledge or con- 
sent. This is done by every abolitionist when 
he aids, advises, or assists in running off a slave 
to Canada. He, then, is a thief in the eye of 
both human and divine law; and he should 
remember who has said that no thief shall enter 
into Heaven. 

Before closing our labor, we deem it neces. 
sary that we should make a few remarks on the 
subject of property in slaves. In treating them 
as personal property— of course they are in many 
respects different from mere material property — 
we only claim that their time, the Sabbath ex- 
cepted, belongs to their master. We do not^ 
ne|^r do we know of any slaveholders who do 
mountain the position that slaves are property 
of the same kind and to be treated in the same 
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way with horses, sheep, hogs, or cattle. These 
are mere dumb beasts; but our slaves are rational 
and accountable creatures, and are to be treated 
as such. But the mere traffic in slaves, for the 
sake of gain, is a practice in which very few 
Christian slaveholders engage. But, that they 
are property, and recognized as such both by 
divine and civil law, is a point that can admit of 
little dispute among those who desire to know 
the truth. The Scriptures are much fuller on 
this point than on the establishment of the 
mere right of property in other things. Even 
Dr. Wayland (Moral Science, pages 232-234) 
argues the right of property from other circum- 
stances, and says, " Now God signifies to us his 
will on this subject : 

First. — "Bv the decisions of natural con- 
science. This is known from several circum- 
stances. First : all men, as soon as they begin 
to think, even in early youth and infancy, per- 
ceive this relation. They immediately appro- 
priate certain things to themselves. They feel 
injured if their control over those things is vio- 
lated, and they are conscious of guilt if%iey 
violate this right in respect to others. Second : 
the second circumstance is taken from the fact 
that a class of words, called possessive pronouns, 
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exists in all languages. Men can hardly talk 
together for a few minntes, in any language, 
without the frequent use of these pronouns. 
Third : the third eircumstauee is taken from the 
fact that men «ot only feel the importance of 
sustaining each other in this right, but when 
this right is violated, there is a sense of wrong 
that is, the man who has violated the right of 
property, deserves punishment on the ground, 
not simply in consequence of the acty but guilti- 
ness' of the action — that simple restitution 
is not sufficient compensation for the injury 
done, but is due for the crime. 

"Ilenco, the Jewish law enjoined /e/i/bW resti- 
tution in cases of theft, and modern law inflicts 
fines, imprisonment and corporeal i)unishment 
for the same offence." 

According to this view of the subject— Dr. 
Wayland being judge — the civil laws of the 
land are correct in inflicting fines on those who 
harbor or steal fugitive slaves. If the aboli- 
tionists were compelled to pay ten times the 
value of all the slaves they have stolen, they 
wouilf be bankrupts ; still, this would not be a 
higher fine than was imposed on tho thief 
according to the law of Qod given by Moses. 
We suppose that, most of the slaveholders 
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would sell out to the abolitionists on these 
terras. They may have all we have at this 
price. 

The second general argument of Dr. Way- 
land to show that God wills the i^ossession of 
property is derived from the "general conse- 
quences which result from the existence of the 
relation." " The existence and progress of so- 
ciety, nay, the very existence of our race, de- 
pends upon the acknowledgment of this right.'' 

We may remark here that the stability and 
continuance of this great Confederacy depends 
to a great extent on the observance of the laws 
of the land, and to a great extent on the faith- 
ful observance and execution of those laws which 
relate to the right of property in slaves. We 
give the following summary of Dr. Wayland's 
view of the consequences resulting to society 
from the non-acknowledgment of the right of 
property; There would bo but little produced 
beyond the bare necessities of life ; there would 
be no accumulation ; progress would be out of 
the question ; and tliat just in proportion as the 
right of property is preserved inviolate,^ust iu 
the same proportion will civilization advance, 
and the comforts and conveniences of life mul- 
tiply. Such is a brief summary of his argument 

X* 
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^■tm tho acknowledgraent and preservation of the 
M-ight of property. Now for the argument for 
the right of property derived from the Scrip- 
tures: 

Third, — "The holy Sijriptures treat the riglit 
of property as a thiiif/ acknowledged.'''' The}' 
do not establish the right of property ; they 
merely acknowledge it, " and direct their pre- 
cepts against every act by which it is violated, 
and also against tempers of mind from wiiich 
such violation proceeds. The doctrine of reve- 
lation is 80 clearly set forth on this subject that 
I need not delay for the sake of dwelling upon 
it. It will be sufficient to refer to the prohibi- 
tions in the Decalogue against stealing and cov- 
eting, and to the various precepts in the Xew 
Testament respecting our duty in regard to our 
duty to our neighbors' possessions." 

Wo suppose, then, that slave-holders arc not 
neighbors; that tlioy have no possessions in 
slaves which should be respected, Jbut wherever 
the slaves may be found, they arc the lawful 
prey of abolitionists^ and their owners are all 
" thie«ies " and " robbers I " T^^is is admirable 
logic and very scriptural conduct! I 

" The Scriptures treat of the right of property 
as a thing acknowledged," and make laws a<v 
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cord'mgly. But the same authority says that a 
man's servant is ins moxev." (Exodus xxi, 20.) 
The, possessive pronoun his is not only used 
liere, but the servant is declared to be his mas- 
ter's MONEY, the standard by which all property 
is valued. " Both thy bond men and thy bond 
maids which thou shalt have, shall be of the 
heathen that are round about you. * * And 
they shall be your possession; and ye shall take 
them as an inheritance for your children after 
you, to inherit them for a possession ; they shall 
be your bond men forever." (Levit. xxv, 44-6.) 
This looks rather strange that God, in his law 
by Moses, should use these possessive pronouns 
which express the relation of property, in regard 
to human beings! Christ and his apostles found 
men owning and claiming the right of property 
in human beings while on earth, but, terrible to 
relate, they did not proclaim the unlawfulness 
of the matter, " because its :iunounccmcnt would, 
have been the signal of civil war." ! ! On the 
contrary they went on to prescribe the duties 
growing out of t,he relation of master and slave, 
and not only recognized the right of property 
in slaves, but returned a runaway to his master, 
not being willing to do anything without , the 
mind of the servant's master. " The relation 
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of proiJerty," says Dr. Waylaiid, "is expressed 
by the possessive pronouns." The writers of 
the New Testament do not merely use the sim- 
ple possessive pronoun on this subject, but they 
use those that are called by grammarians em- 
phatic pronouns. "Let as many servants as 
are under the yoke count tiieik own' masters 
worthy of all horior." (1 Tim. vi, 1.) "Ex- 
hort servants to be obedient unto theii' oicii 
masters. (Tit. ii, 9.) " Say in a word and »iy 
servant shall be healed." (Luke vii, <.) 

If Dr. Wayland is correct, that "the rela- 
tion of property is expressed by the possessive 
pronouns," then the position we have taken in 
regard to the descendants of Ham being sub- 
jected to the will of those of Shem and Japheth, 
is not only confirmed, but the riffht of property 
of Shem and Japheth in Ham's posterity was 
also recognized ; for God says to Noah, (Gen. 
ix, 26-7) "Blessed be the Lord God of Shem ; 
and Canaan shall be /its servant. God shall en- 
large Japheth, and he shall dwell in the tents 
of Shem ; and Canaan shall be his servant." 
"Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor's housCj 
nor his man servant, nor his maid servant." 

If, then, Christ and Iiis apostles did not con- 
demn slavery as sinful, but went on and pro- 
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scribed the duties growing cut of the relation, 
did they not by this procedure acknowledge 
the lawfulness of the relation and the validity 
of the master's claim to his servants just as 
much as they did by directing precepts against 
every act by which the right of property is vio- 
lated, acknowledge the right of property itself? 
To us, at least, there appears to be a great sim- 
ilarity/ in the two things, even if the right of 
property/ in slaves had not been acknowledged 
in so many words in the Scriiptures. The Scrip- 
tures seem to be plain on this matter, and where 
men depart from them and try to put their own 
teachings in the place of the Bible, they usually 
get caught in their own craftiness. God knew 
that men would be quick and very forward to 
<claim what they considered their own, and 
lience He saw that there was no necessity to say 
that the claim to property was right. All that 
He saw to be necessary was to enact laws to 
protect the right and fix the punishment which 
•■should be meted out to the offender. But He 
•equally foresaw that He would subject one part 
of the human family to the two other divisions 
of it. He knew from the wickedness of the hu- 
man heart, that servants would be tempted to 
rebel against the authority of their masters^ 
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and that men pretending to be the friends of 
the slave would not only deny the right of pro- 
perty in slaves, but denounce the master as a 
thief, a robber, a murderer and a man-stealer, 
and use his influence to destroy or break down 
the master's claim; and hence, foreseeing all 
these things. He has caused His servants, by 
whom His will has been made known to men, 
to be more particular with this kind of property 
than that to which the right would not be dis- 
puted. This seems to us to be a natural and 
■easy explanation of the matter — at least this 
explanation is in accordance with the facts of 
actual revelation. Were we to require of Dr. 
Wayland or any other man, to prove by the 
Scriptures that God wills the possession of pro- 
perty, he could not do so, but he would reply, 
The holy Scriptures treat of the right of pro- 
perty as a thing acknowledged." This is his 
answer. He thinks this a good reason. When 
the slaveholder tells him that God has prescribed 
the mutual duties of masters and slaves, thj^re- 
by recognizing the relation as lawful, and tdcitlj/ 
acknowledging the right of property/ in the 
slave, why he opens his eyes and says, " it's all 
stuflF! " He reminds us very much of the par- 
tial judge in the spelling book— the thing toiU 
work one way, but must not work the other. 
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In the preceding portions of our work we 
have attempted to show that subordination is 
the normal, or rather the, proper condition of 
the race of Ham. The race has been, by the 
direct act of the reator, placed in subjection to 
the descendants of Shem and Japheth. These 
principles are in accordance not only Avith thp 
teachings of the Bible, but also in exact har- 
mony with historical facts, for the negro, left to 
himself, has ne^ er made any considerable ad- 
vances in the arts of civilized: life. The hisjtory 
of Africa, compared with that of Europe, Asia, 
or America, establish this position beyond suc- 
cessful contradiction. Facts go to show that the 
negjo is never so happy, elevated, and benefi- 
cial tojiimself, as when under the control and 
guidance of the superior white roan ; and all at- 
tempts to place him on an equality with the 
white mail have been stamped with signal fail- 
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ul'e. ' Thpre are a few individual exceptions to 
this, which we cheerfully admit. But any avti- 
licial attempt to place the negro on an equality 
with white men han been and must be marked 
with a signal failure. It is an attempt to niake 
that " straight which God has made crooked." 
It is ah attempt to improve His work. It in- 
volves an absurdity, and of course must and 
will prove abortive. By the subjection of the 
slave to the mil of his master, " It,, (slavery,) 
tends,'* says Dr. Wg.yland, " to abolish in him,, 
(the slave,) all moral distinctions ; and thus fos- 
ter iu him lying, deceit, hypocrisy, dishonesty, 
and a willingness to yield himself up to minister 
yto the appetites of his master. * * * 
That such is the tendency of sla very^ m slavery y 
we think no reflecting person can for a moment 
hesitate to allow." Again, slavery 'Uakes.from 
the, laborers the natural stimulus to labor, 
uamely, the desire in the individual of improv- 
ing hi? condition ; aiid substitutes, in the place 
of^it, that motive which is the least operative 
aod' least constant, namely, the fear of punish- 
mbnt ivithout the consciousness of moral, aelin- 
quency, . It removes as far as possible, from 
l^oth parties, (master and slave,) the disposition 
and motives to frugality. Neither the master 



